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Cbntlbmbn, 

Unquestionably^ the Greneral Snbjeet in which. 1 
have been many years deeply engaged is bound to yoa^lt 
by an obligation of no ordinary occonrence. At anf 
epoch when, in general, owing to the state of fbe prevail^'i 
ing taste, the most intense a^ painfiil researches into I 
Intellectual . Philosophy, cannot, unless from some v 
adrentitious circumstance, find flie time and the la-*i 
bor of the popular critic ; and can still less.fiod.' 
admission into the pages of a periodical Review ; youi) 
have exhibited an mstance of a very remarkable ex*.. 
ception to ' this fataity. It #ould be much woise 
than impertinent in me to advert to this liberal coIk j 
duct, if I could not along with it declare, as I now/ 
do in the presence of those who know me> that I not t 
only have not the smallest connexion, or even ac^- 
quaintance, with any of the persons whom I have the* 
honor to address ; but, beyond this, that, after assu** » 
ranees received from such. friends as I couM in the least 
degree suspect of being adequate to the task, I firmly ^ 
believe the office in question has been discharged by in- 
dividuals who have no personal knowledge of me. ' Af«i 
ter such a declaration^ however, it cannot be improper 
to own, that I am much gratified to find the Literary 
History of the Age exhibi^i^ such an instance of jus- > 

' I deem it fit that this statement should he duly accompanred 
hy the intimatioD, that once, and once onfyp at a contiderable time 
after the appearance of the critiques in question, I accidentally met, 
in a mixed party, with sv Gentleman whom I understood to be con- 
nected with the Monthly Review; and, certainly, spoke to him un* 
der this impression. 



IV 

tice toward that neglected walk of study to which I 
have devoted my time. 

As you have, respectively^ perused and commented 
Qpon, my printed Letter of remonstrance to Professor 
Stewart, prefixed to my " First Lines of the Human 
Mind ;" you will nutinraly anticipafe, that, although I 
have much indeed to acknowledge of your attention to 
the, general t^nor ^i that :woik« the- piiiaary cause of my 
offering this tribute of obligation and respect to you, is 
the fearless and decided sientence you have not he- 
sitated severally to pronounce, upon the merits of my 
claim on that Gentleman^ that he should publicly ren- 
der up to me his admission of my priority to him^ in the 
position whidb h& has asserted in the First Part of his 
''Dissertation'* in the Encyclopedia Britan- 
NICA, that ''a variety of color is necessary to the 
perception of Visible Figure or Outline.*' 

^Yoaare^at tiie same timei awai^,. that I have urged 
tiiis of Ifri Sto(wait,not only inasmuch^ as it isvery s»* 
riously prejudicial to» my views and progvess^ in the de-' 
portaent of research in^ which I have so; long labored ;: 
bulviirach more than fltis, that it rnnsi be beli^ed by the 
readers of the text writings only or both of us, (hafi 
iiis Itfiafibave taken HIS philosophical property;^^ and^. 
tttirii I have been setting forth to t^e Foblic^ as my 
ovmrmatter, a^ position which' I nrnst haveknoum to be- 



Sifcfay Genflemen^ is the A>uble neces^ty^ which com- 
pcto me to persevere in the only desire winch I caa have: 
with regard to the point' at is^e ; — namely<^lhatthe,real' 
fi&ots and merits of the case shall be as generally 
known, as ihe matt^ in Mr. Stewart's writrngs^ (prejudi- 
cial to my r^utation) whicb gave origin to me dmeiy 
ence between us. 

In yielding, on the present occasion, to the necessity 
ivriiich Mr. Stewart has laid me under, of not goii^ be- 
fore the Public with any new work without. accompany- 
ing it with my protest against his proceeding in refusing 
me the admission whicb I require ; I have particularly 
to acknowledge the correctness of quotation, and the 
explicitness of statement, which the Monthly Re- 
view, especially,' has made of that contradiction, as 

• I am not the less sensible of the conclusive verdict which has 
been pronounced by my Critic in the Metaphysical Capital of Bri- 
tain; although he has not devoted so large a space to the analysis 
of my work, as has been afforded in the Monthly Review. 



poittfiB^ out by Itte, m fti& dMtrtled of Mr. Stowm, . 
whereby^ in the momientary b^nf to refose acknot^-^ 
led^f^my priority in the matter in (]^eafioin^ he has fiir- 
nished to tiie wdild the spectacle of his change, frotBi 
beingf, throngh Five Edifioiis of his Elements, the Apos- 
tle of the iN-E%TENciEi> c6kir% of Heid, to be tibe Assertor 
and Promnlgaitor of the sxtbndbd colors of ** Mon- 
boddo'' and of Lodte. And here I wonld ask. Is there, or 
Can tbere exist, a man of a character so high, as that after 
such an appeal, and such an award, he sbonid not fed 
himself boondy (if only in respect to flie Public,) to come 
before that Public with some defence, ot explanation T 
Yet Professor Stewart has not only remained silent 
upon my remonstrance, and your decision ; but he has 
also suffered the Second Pdfi of his '' Dissert atioi**' 
to go forth to the world, without adverting in ttxe slight- 
est manner to the claiin thus urged upon him. 

Upon this proceeding T shall at present only remark^ 
that, under the inexplicable silence which Mr. Stewart 
has hitherto resolved to observe, it is impossible for me 
to conceive what motive could have wdght enough to' 
induce a man, with Whos^ character I had always, ia! 
my imagination, interwoven notions of high honor and a 
towering intellectual ambition , to withhold the acknow- 
ledgment indispensably requisite to^ liemove the evU under 
which I labor. 

For a man of an unelevated character, who would be 
content with an ephemeral fame, and for such fame 
would incur the judgment of posterity, I can certainly 
discern a motive for silence. The fact is, that,Jn the 
present state of public opinion, very few persons will 
read an Elementary Work on the Human Mind ; — and, 
indeed, a great proportion of the* reading public are 
wholly incapable of apprehending either its merits or 
its drift. At the same time, it was welL known, from the 
beginning, that there was no chance of my work 
being taken up by either of the two principal vehicles of 
periodical criticism. Hence it was manifest that my 
appeal must take a long time ; iind both Professor Stew- 
art and myself might pass away ; before it coiiid get into 
general circulation. But Mr. Stewart well knew; (and 
I leave it entirely to others to judge, whether he acted 
from this knowledge ;) that the momeat he should, in 
his writings, advert, in any way, to my claim upon him, 
the eyes of Europe would be drawn upon what I am 
about, and all that I have advanced, in my '' First 



tioM^' against the Metaphysics of the School of Reid^ 
would be examined and adjudged. 

in fine^ I observe, that, while you, as my critics, have 
borne testimoM to my having evinced every proper con- 
sideration for Professor Stewart ; it is natural that his 
admirers might, from the strength 6t the case which 
I have stated, suppose that I had made it, at least, as 
particular, and as pointed, as facts would admit. I beg 
leave to assure you, however, that I am far from having 
gone this justifiable length ; my earnest wish having been 
to avoid all unnecessary particularity ; as must be evi^ 
dent from my previous endeavours to obtain my object 
by private and, I trust, delicate appeals to the justice 
of Mr. Stewart. 

Gentlemen, I turn now from this Subject : and desire 
to reciprocate the independence of mind which you have 
displayed with regard to it, by inscribing to you the fol- 
lowing Volume ; concerning which I shall only say, 
that, having bestowed upon it my best endeavours to 
render it a finished labor, as far as it extends, I hope it 
will not be found altogether a discreditable offering. 
With this, I have the honor to be. 

With unfeigned respecf , 

Tour Most Obedient Servant, 

JOHN FEARN- 

Torringtan Square, 
June 21, 1824. 

P. S. Since writing the above, I have been struck by 
a curious coincidence^ which I had neither designed nor 
thought of; and which I deem it proper to notice, in order 
that it may not be looked upon as my intending to run a 
paraUeL Upon opening the ^^ Diversions of Pur- 
LBY," for the purpose of referring to it in the Preface to 
tills work, it is brought to my recollection that Mr. 
Tooke has inscribed his Second Volume to a Jury of his 
countrymen, by whose verdict he had been rescued 
from imminent danger. This was as it should be. There 
is one difference, however, between the two cases; to 
which I must advert, although not with the smallest in- 
sinuation against the political conduct of Mr. Tooke, — 
namely — that he has expressed his gratitude to those 
who had acquitted him ; but I to those who have labored 
to bring my proceedings to irial. 



TO 



DUGALD STEWART, ESQ. 

F.R.SS. LOND. AND EDINB., 8cc. 8cc. &c. 

FoRMBRLT Professor of Moral Philosophy iir the 

University of Edivburgh. 



SiR» 

As I understandi from common report^ that your 
health requires abstmence from intellectual exertion ; 
(although I cannot imagine it is more incapacitating, 
or forbidding) than thai against ^hich I hietve struggled 
through the idiole labor of the following volume ;) I 
shall, on the present occasion, only call your serious at- 
tei;ition,to the foregoing address to my Critics, and to my 
printed Letter to yourself prefixed to the '' First lanes of 
the Human Mind;'^ The painful necessity which you 
have laid me under, of not putting forth any new woik 
without urging the weight of my claim upon you, as ex- 
plained in the papers already mentioned, renders it the 
least I can do (even in the presait state of the healfli of 
both) to afford you, by this call, an opportunity for ex- 
planation. 

To this I shall at present only add, that, from the 
growing, popular interest which appears to be mani- 



tiaeB^' against flie Metaphysics of the School of Beid, 
would be examined and adjudged. 

in fine^ I observe, that, while you, as my critics, have 
borne testimoM to my having evinced every proper con- 
sideration for Professor Stewart ; it is natural that his 
admirers mi^t, from the strength df the case which 
I have stated, suppose that 1 had made it, at least, as 
particular, and as pointed, as facts would admit. I beg 
leave to assure you, however, that I am far from having 
gone this justifiable length ; my earnest wish having been 
to avoid ail unnecessary particularity ; as must be evi'- 
dent from my previous endeavours to obtain my object 
by private and, I trust, delicate appeals to the justice 
of Mr. Stewart. 

Gentlemen, I turn now from this Subject : and desire 
to reciprocate the independence of mind which you have 
displayed with regard to it, by inscribing to you the fol- 
lowing Volume ; concerning which I shall only say, 
that, having bestowed upon it my best endeavours to 
render it a finished labor, as far as it extends, I hope it 
will not be found altogether a discreditable offering. 
With this, I have the honor to be. 

With unfeigned respec^. 

Your Most Obedient Servant, 

JOHN FEARN. 

Tanington Square, 
June 21, 1824. 

p. S. Since writing the above, I have been struck by 
a curious coincidence^ which I had neither designed nor 
thought of; and which I deem it proper to notice, in order 
that it may not be looked upon as my intending to run a 
parallel. Upon opening the ''Diversions of Pur- 
JjEY," for the purpose of referring to it in the Preface to 
this worky it is brought to my recollection that Mr. 
Tooke has inscribed his Second Volume to a Jury of his 
countrymen, by whose verdict he had been rescued 
from imminent danger. This was as it should be. There 
is one difference, however, between the two cases; to 
which I must advert, although not with the smallest in- 
sinuation against the political conduct of Mr. Tooke, — 
namely — that he has expressed his gratitude to those 
who had acquitted him ; but I to those who have labored 
to bring my proceedings to trial. 



TO 



DUGALD STEWART, ESQ. 

F.R.SS. LOND. AND EDINB., &c. 8cc. 8cc. 

Formerly Professor of Moral Philosophy ik the 

University of Ediitburgh. 



Sir, 

As I anderstandi from common report, that yonr 
health requires abstmence from intellectual exertion ; 
(dthoughl cannot imagine it is more incapacitating, 
or forbidding, than that against which I have struggled 
through the whole labor of the following volume;) I 
shall, on the present occasion, only call your serious at- 
te^tion,to the forgoing address to my Critics, and to my 
printed Letter to yourself prefixed to the '' First lanes of 
the Human Mind^' The painfiil necessity which you 
have laid me under, of not putting forth any new woik 
without urging the weight of my claim upon you, as exr 
plained in the papers already mentioned, renders it the 
least I can do (even in the present state of the healili of 
both) to afford you, by this call, an opportunity for ex- 
planation. 

To this I shall at present only add, that, from the 
growing, popular interest which appears to be mani- 
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X PREFACE. 

Assuredly, no stronger incentive than this ought 
to be requisite, to induce men to examine into any 
stated objections, which may be raised against 
the doctrines concerning Language that now exist. 
But, in addition to this. Need itl>e said, that there 
are other and far: more urgent reasons for such 
investigation; insomuch, that there is no human 
being, in a civilised country, of whatever rank or 
profession, who is not personally and most deeply 
affected by this Universal Medium of Commu- 
nication, • of men's Thoughts, Duties, and 

EnGAQ'^MENTS ? 

'It is but little to say^ that the enacting and en- 
forcing of laws ; the conducting of war and of poli- 
tics ; the bequeathing of our possessions, and the 
disposition of our private affairs ; are vitally interwo- 
ven with the import ascnbed to Words considered 
as thciSigns of our Ideas. If a familiar example 
of this truth can be requisite ; We have only to be re- 
minded of the different and of ten incompatible con- 
structions which are daity given, by different Law- 
yers and Magistrate^, to the wording of a Will, 
the drawing of a Contract, or the intent of an Act 
of Parliament : by which construction, the Pro- 
perty, the Liberty, or the Life^ of an Individual, 
or of a Number of Individuals, msky be placed 
in jeopardy. 



PREFACE. 3(i 

' The Illustrious Pbilologer, to whose ,writiag» ^ 
very principal though uoaccording refesreoce will 
be had in the folIowing.Tblume, informs us("Diy. 
'* OF PuRLEY, VoLl.page 75'!) and dwells on tbis 
fa^ct with a sensibility which .vibrates throughout his 
Work, and tinges the whole color of his Philoso^ 
phical views, that his own.*Mife" was under immi- 
nent danger, and his :^\ civil ejctinction'' became 
the ^* consequence^^' : of a wrong import ascabedto 
"Two Prepositions/^wJ a Conjunction/! And, 
without our here entering into the qtiestion of fact^ 
Whether the matter was actually as he conceived:; 
it isiquite certain^that such, a course aiid; cpii^e- 
quence might in some times exist: ; and equally 
certain, that a very near epoch might make such 
times our own. Any more stimulating example 
than this, therefore, cannot be necessary, to rouse 
men to a sense of the evils involved in the want of 
a True or Real Philosophy of Language. 

It is a curious metaphysical fact, or question, 
What it is that occasions mankind, in every rank 
and calling, to acquiesce so tmiformly, as they 
certainly do, under an evil of so vast a magnitude. 
The ruler, and the ruled, are alike sensible of 
this evil ; if not alike, sufferers from it. The strong 
and the weak, in civilised society, are^in a grea- 
ter or less extent, the victims of it. The timid and 
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fix FRfiFAeS. 

«h0 bMV€» ara equally inctqpiaUe df ^otecddg th^tai- 
Mven from its eSsb^i The sbphist and the dealer 
lit dbliqnity are alone gainersf and thrive upon it* 
And yet, it iil vain, at least in ordinary life^ to 
lift a Toice against an affliction that appears no 
more to hd done away with than death itselC 

The trath seems to be, that the thing is aoquies* 
^ed in^ universally, under a belief that it is a Law 
of our Intellectual Constitution and is equally irre* 
stutible and irretiaediable : And the operation of 
it is regarded, like that of our evil passions ; which 
are deeply to be dneaded, and as far as possible 
guarded s^ainst ; but/ in great part, never to be 
prevented) or removed. 

But, Wh^t if it ishould come out, that the enor« 
tnous mischief in question is Not a Law of our 
Nature ; but is merely the accidental and tempo^ 
tary result of a darkness which the progress of 
cultivated reason can remove ? 

If it be here asked. Whether there is any reason- 
able probability that the desideratum last mentioned 
shall ever be attained ? The brief and the only fit 
answer in this place is, to point to what has been 
done^' almost within our own time, in the various 
departments of Physical Science : And, along with 
this, to remark, hew small a proportion of human 
acum^i iias been applied, philosophically, to 



PREFACE. xiii 

the attainmeikt in question. For exnmple, it may 
beaiskedyWho would beliete, if the fact were not on 
record, that, Two Thousand years after the Sta^ 
gyrite had furnished the World with a gigantic Sys- 
tem of General Logic (no matter here how far ttti6, 
or false,) the estimable English Philosopher Locke, 
with ingenuous simplicity, informs his readers, that 
** When he first began his discourse of the Uhder^ 
** standing, and a good while after, he had not th6 
'* least thought that any consideration of wordS 
" was at all necessary to it." 

The small number of those who have cast at all 
iriTH A PHILOSOPHICAL BENT, in this direction, 
must be known to those who have looked into the 
writings of Mr. Tooke : Who, in alluding to the 
subject, has bestowed the end of his unsparing lash 
upon those Philosophers that have not cast this 
Way ; but yet, in order to excuse themselves from 
the attempt, have affected a contempt of its im- 
portance, or have pretended engagements of a 
more weighty and urgent nature. 

" The same sort of corruption," (says he, speak- 
ing of Conjunctions and Prepositions) " from the 
*^ same cause, has disguised both : and igndrance 
-* of their true origin has betrayed Grammarians 
** and Philosophers into the mysterious and con- 
** tradictory language which they have held coii- 






XIV PREFACE. 

^' cemipg them. Ajidit is really: entertainingi to 
*^ observe the various shifts used by those who 
<f vf ere too sharp-witted^ and too iiKgenuous to re- 
f\ peat the unsatisfactory . accounts of tiiese Prepo- 
" sitions handed down by others ; and yet not 
'^ingenuous enough to acknowledge their own 
'^ total ignorance on the subject. The Gramma- 
^\ rian says, it is none of his business : and for that 
reason only he omits giving an account of them. 
Whilst the . Philosopher avaiU hiinself of his 
'^ dignity; and, tvhen he meets with a. stubborn 
difficulty which he cannot unravel, (a;?^ only thtii^ 
idisdains to be employed about Words : although 
they are the necessary channel through which 
" his most precious liquors, must flow.*' , 

pIV. OF PURLEY,Fo/. IrpdgC 307. 

The last sentence, in this stricture of Mr. Tooke, 
contains a most important feature in a Preface ,to 
a Work on Language ; iipon which one might 
dwell, with proportionate interest, if the fact were 
npt already too well known to Philosophers. It 
is therefore the more requisite matter, in this place, 
to insist that Speech is not only the* necessary 

* 

channel through which the mosft precious liquors 
of the Philosopher must flow ; but, that, at the same 
time, it is the indispensable channel through which 
must proceed : what may well be called all the 



* 
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PREFACE. XT 

issues of life. Bat we are here brought to a istamd, 
in our reflections : For Two formidable, if not insu- 
perable barriers present themselves : One of which, 
at least, must be removed; else, mankind must 
remain, as hitherto they ever have done, under 
the progressiv'e operation of the imperfection of 
Language. — First, The Structure of a Real 
Language must correspond to the Structure of 
Human Thoughts : And, Secondly, All Specula- 

m I 

tion concerning the Nature of Human Ideas has, in' 
this enlightened age, become stamped for a Species 
of Alchemy. — It is a Pursuit, indeed, the Nothing- 
ness of which is now so completely ascertained, 
that/ among persons of a liberal education^ the con- 
tempt for it, or prejudice against it, is generally 
found to be nearly in proportion to the Square of 
their Distance from all Knowledge of what has 
been done concerning it. And the natural conse- 
qaence of this is, that it amounts to an imputation 
on the Understanding of air persons who still he-' 
reiically devote themselves to the study of it. 

Is this fatuity to last? — Or, Is the Philosophy 
of Human Thought to Continue, henceforth, to 
be classed with the Mystery of turning Lead into 
Gold ? This Preface is not the place for me to at- 
tempt to answer, orsay any thing with regard to the 
question now put. The reader will use his pleasure, 



in exaniiaing, ^d judging, whether any thing in 
the following work tends, in ^ny degree, to the 
i)lucidation of it. 

With regard to my own lahor or what I may 
!liaye effected in the work ; I shall only embrace the 
professions of Mr; Harris ; (I hope the quotation 
of bim> on this occasion, is not ominous ;) that, *^ if 
*^ I have failed, the failure has been my misfortune, 
" not my fault ;'' — that it is " not the hasty fruits pf 
** a few idle hours;'* — and, that " I do not wish to 
** shelter myself under any such method of anti- 
" cipating pardon for a bad performance." 

One remark remains to be offered here, with 
respect to the Lanouaqe in which the following 
Analysis of Grammar is embodied. There is 
no person, who possesses any knowledge at all of 
the subject, who does not know how immeasura- 
bly the Bnglish Language has riseni of late, in the 
estimation of learned men, as a medium of investi-r 
gation of the Nature of Grammar. One testimony 
alone, to this fact, I shall herein quote. And, in so 
doing, J furnish the suffrage of the most profound of 
CUymologists; who, moreover, on this occasion, only 
reiterates and confirms the assertions of Mr.Tooke, 
" Jt is fortunate for this inquiry/' (says^Pr. Murray) 
^^ thaty of all illustrations, those drawn from old, 
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' commou, or even vnlgar English, are particular- 

* ly suitable. The mysteries of language in its 

* rudest state can be explained by the words of our 

* own tongue to better purpose, than by those of 
' any other speech. By a careful study of the 
^ Anglo-saxon, Visi-gothic, and the elder English 

* writers, more knowledge may be obtained of the 

* original structure of the Greek, Latin, Celtic, or 
^ Sanscrit, than the deepest erudition can possibly 

* supply/' 
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CHAPTER L 

INTRODUCTORY VIEW OF THE NATURE. OF SIGNS, 
AND AN ANALYSIS OF THE GENERIC STRUC- 
TURE OF THE CATEGORY OF RELATION, AS 
FORMING THE FOUNDATION OF THE STRUC- 
TURE OF LANGUAGE. 



SECTION FIRST- 
INTRODUCTORY VIEW OF THE NATURE OF SIGNS. 



SUBSECTION I. 

Of the Proper Object of the Philosophical Gramr 
mariarur-^Comparison of Ordinary Language with 
Algebraical Notation. These Two apparently dif- 
ferent kinds of Signs genericaUy and specifically 
identical 

The justly celebrated grammatical speculations 
of the late Mr. Home Tooke, \^hicb, after every 
due deduction^ must continue to mark a splendid 
epoch in the History of Language, have been foU 
lowed by other very elaborate and important con- 
tribations to the public stock, from the stores of 
Etymology — works which have advanced to % 
great additional depth into the arcana of ancient 
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dialects: And although the fiirther harvest^ 
which this field is capable of yielding, appears to 
be great, if not inexhaustible ; yet, in so far as 
concerns the nature of Language, considered as a 
Signature of Thought, it is unquestionably 
warrantable to anticipate the future, from the past. 
More extended researches of this nature may 
throw light upon the affinity, or the migration of 
nations; upon the origin, or original country of 
mankind, or the remote origin of speech ; or may 
solve other problems of a less dark and difficult 
nature. But, with regard to the Princijdes of 
Grammar, there cannot exist a hope, in the minds 
of those who have consulted the past labors on 
the subject, that • Etymology can ever do more 
than it has done. Still, the Nature of Language 
— its Structure and its Elements — might well 
claim a part of that mysterious inscription which 
is said to have been found graven in a temple de- 
dicated to the Egyptian Minerva : '^ * •« #«# 

''«««» »» •«* •♦*»• ** ; AND MY VEIL HATH 
** NO MORTAL EVER REMOVED." 

The existing state of Philosophy, in the depart- 
ment of Language, presents, perhaps, the most 
wonderful phenomenon that has resulted from the 
whole course of human speculation. The mind 
of man expatiates in knowledge through the me^ 
dium of Two remarkably distinct Systems df 
Signs : One, or Other of, which he must employ, 
to '* mark" his ideas for the purpose of recalling 
them to his own recollection, or ^^ signify" them 
when he would communicate them to other per^ 
sons. But the Scheme of Notation by which he 
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proceeds^ in One of these systems, is of a nature 
the most definite and precise; and it expresses 
the various Relations between the Subjects of his 
reasonings, with a truth that is absolutely perfect: 
Whereas the Other has at all times proved so 
vague and defective, not to say absurd or falla- 
cious, that no one ever pretends it is capable of 
expressing any thing like certainty, or precision, 
of the various Relations between its Subjects. It 
hardly needs to be explained, that, in the former 
of these Systems,^ I allude to the Symbols and 
Characters of Algebraical Notation ; and, in the 
latter, to Words — or the Signs by which we ex* 
press the Subjects of Ordinary Discourse. 

Can any thing, indeed, be more wonderful, 
when we reflect upon it, than to observe, upon one 
hand^ a perfect model of logical signification, in 
the System of Algebraical Signs ; while, upon the 
other, of all the Ordinary or Popular Languages 
which have been invented, whether of ancient or of 
modem use, (although some of these have under- 
gone every cultivation which art and labor could 
contribute) the Philosopher has never been able 
to assign the true, or any thing like the true, gram- 
MATiCAi^ import of the Signs which they com* 
prise; or, in other words, the most enlightened 
individuals of the species have never known what 
General Notions^ or Ideas, cf Relations be* 
tWEEN Things, they had, or ought to have had^ in 
their minds, when they have employed the Signs 
in question? It is, however, at the same time, 
scarcely less wonderful, that Philosophers uniform- 
ly agree to lay the fault upon the Signs, in the 
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caflte of Ordmary Language ; when it is a self-evU 
dent truth, which can admit of no controversy^ 
that tfie defect of these Signs is altogether bot» 
tomed in men's ignorance of the Relations which 
they ought to express. 

- The difference of knowledge between the man 
of learning and the mere mechanic, with regard to 
this aqbject, has always in reality been so small^ 
when cm^ared with the actual amount of darkness in 
bothf that» of itself alone, it would hardly be wor* 
thy of a commentary. And, in fact, no vanity 
conld be imagined more empty, or unfounded, 
than the assumed vast superiority of the former, to 
the latter^ in so fyx as regards the Prindpks and 
Structure of Language. 

The absolute truth of this statement will not be 
controverted ; especially, down to a very recent 
period. Mr. Tooke, in entering upon the course of 
his etymological speculations, has declared, and 
declared with a force of truth which has never been 
contradicted, that, after the mention of Names, 
*' From this moment Grammar quits the day-light, 
^* and plunges into an abyss o¥ utter darkness." 
Down, therefore, until the commencement of the 
labors of this illustrious Etymologist, the igno- 
rance of the learned, with r^ard to the nature of 
Speech, is a matter which no one will ever pretend 
either to dispute or dissemble. And I shall de« 
pend upon the reasonings and evidences contained 
in the following pages, to justify the assertion that 
the light thrown upon the subject by Mr. Tooke^ 
and by his meritorious Successors, although it is 
undeniably very great in its kind, is not of that 
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KIND that could illnstrate the Stractnre of Lan^ 
guage; and, in point of &ct, has not^ in any nMeriai 
or consolatory degree^ lessened that ignorance which 
has hitherto so nearly levelled the Scholar and 
the Clown^ with regard to it. 

Nothing, indeed, I am aware, is less awakened 
in the public mind, than any suspicion that snch 
an opprobrium at this moment hangs over Philoso* 
phy, in the department of Language. The very 
contrary has become a universal and a deep-rooted 
opinion with the learned. But if, in the course 
which I have been led to embrace in the prosecn^ 
tion of the subject, I have not fallen into a very 
rare degree of human illusion, (concerning which, 
I confess, I feel not much anxiety) such will be 
found to be the real amount of reproach due to the 
reasoning powers of man on account of it, after 
all that has been done by Philosophers for its ad« 
vancement, that, even if there were no other utility, 
or incentive, it would form a sufficient stimulus, 
and an object of high philosophic attainment, to 
rescue the Human Understanding from a state of 
darkness so profound, as that in which the most 
successful writers have both found and left it, in 
ite conceptions of the Science of Grammar. 

And here, in the contemplation and commence* 
ment of such an undertaking, inasmuch as some 
of our first^ate Philosophers have been led into a 
most egregious error with regard, even, to what 
is the Promnce of the Grammarian, it becomes ne- 
cessary to enter into a concise view, or explana* 
tion, of the proper Object of the latter ; — especially. 
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€U3 being preparatory to submitdng a specific ex-^ 
ample, which, (for a particular purpose,) I consider 
it requisite to furnish in this place, of the nature 
and degree of that contrast , i;?hich subsists between 
the efficacy of the Language of Science and that 
of Ordinary Language, as already adverted to. 

In order to this, it may in the first place be laid 
down, as a position which will be abundantly 
supported by proof throughout the progrciss . of 
analysis, that Each of the Systems in question is 
made up of Two, aw^ Only Two, Kinds of Sig^ 
nals — ^namely — Signs of Subjects or Quantities j and 
&gns of Operations bettveen these Subjects or Quan- 
tities. Now it is to be remarked briefly, here, 
but will be noticed more particularly hereafter, that 
some very eminent writers have cherished an opi» 
nion, not only that the imperfection of Ordinary 
or Popular Language consists in both the Kinds 
of Signals which it employs; (which indeed is 
true and is a most important truth ;) but, alsoj that 
it Ues within the power or province of the Gramma* 
RIAK3 by the invention of some new species of Nota* 
tion^ to remove the existing defect in both kinds I 
Contrary to this view of the subject, however, I 
shall proceed upon aii assumption, the truth of 
which I apprehend will never be deliberately con- 
troverted, that the Philosopher of Grammar has 
nothing to do with those Signs of Subjects , in Or* 
dinary Language, which may be called Quantities 
and whose Signs are called Nouns, any farther 
than to ascertain and lay down their general gram-> 
friatical characters and accidents : Their imperfec* 
tipn as particular Signs, or, rather, the imperfection 
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^f^ particular ideas or fiotums "which we ftttach 
to them, is a defect which lies entirely beyond the 
province of the Grammarian, or the Stractare of 
Language, to remove. In other words, The whole 
business of definition of particular Nouns must b^ 
left to the Logician, the Natural Philosopher, th^ 
Natural Historian, and the Philosopher of every 
department, the Philosopher of Language alone ex^ 
C^eJ : and it is the province of the latter to deter- 
mine (together with that of the grammatical charac* 
ters and adjuncts of Nouns, as already mentioned) 
the nature of All the different Signs oi^ 
Operations between the Nouns of Ordinary 
Language ; beyond which, his proper research, as 
a Grammarian, neither does nor can extend. 

The position, thus laid down, enables me now 
to explain, that the great disparity of efficiency be* 
tween the Two Distinct Systems under considera* 
tion ; and which, I conceive, when duly examined, 
must present to our contemplation such a wonder-^ 
ful enigma ; is owing to the defect of Ordinary 
Language in its Signs of Operations ; altogether 
BESIDE the acknowledged and vast defect of the par-* 
TicuLAR ideas which we attach to its various Nouns. 
And What I suggelst, as being so wonderful, is the 
&ct, that human reason has succeeded so perfectly 
m the invention and use of Signs of Operations in 
Algebraical Science; and, yet, has never beeri 
able to approach to any thing like an imitation of this 
perfiection, in the corresponding Signs of Ordinary 
Speech : While, from wiell-known causes, wholly 
foreign to Grammar, there is no wonder at all that 
we find the Signs of Subjects or Quantities^ in Or- 
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dinary Languaget as defective as they certauoily 

are. 

Haying furnished this preliminary view of the 
Nature of that defect, virhich I suppose it should 
be the Object of the Philosophical Grammarian 
to remove from Language ; I shall now proceed 
to ofier the proposed specific example of it, with a 
design to afford some immediate conception of its 
actual Degree f and thus awaken the attention of 
my readers to the existing state of what is caUei 
the Philosophy of Speech^ compared with what is, in 
the present day, tolerated, as Knoidedge^ or Sdencei 
in any other department of human speculation: 
Such an insular example, indeed, as is here pro- 
posed, can by no means approach to convey an 
idea of any thing like the whole magnitude of 
the contrast But I entertain little doubt, that the 
fftct will at least afford matter of surprise, or asto« 
nishment, to the highest classes of readers who 
suppose that the Science of Grammar may, assured- 
ly, (since the speculations of Mr. Tooke,) be 
numbered among the branches of Human Know- 
ledge. 

In fiimishing this comparison, it is evident, I 
must draw the requisite illustrations from the 
Symbols and Nature of Algebra. But the exam-> 
pies necessary for this purpose will be so elemen- 
tary and obvious, that no person who is likely to 
take an interest in Universal Grammar can find any 
difficulty in apprehending them ; nor could they, 
in fact, be misunderstood by any one who is ac- 
quainted with the Notation of common Arithme* 
tic : And, as no other medium, or analogy, could 
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logj is required for their introduction. At the 
same time I intimate, that there will, I belierei 
be no occasion, of any consequence, to resort to 
this medium, in any subsequent part of the work, 

FissT, then, I observe^ that Every Sign of an 
Operaliofij in Algebra, must have a Sign of Some 
Qiumtity on each side of it ; between which Two 
Signs of Quantities the Sign of an Operation 
serves as a Bridge of Logical Connection t In 
other words, Every Operation in Algebra being 
SB instance of a jSpecies of LiOgical Action 
bctztfcen Some Two Quantities, the Sign of this 
Action must necessarily have a Sign of Some 
Quantity on Each side of it; else, it could not 
ie Any Sign of an Action or Operation. 

But, contrary to this, When we turti to Ordi* 
nary Language, we find that Verbs (which are 
fhe acknowledged Signs of Actions^ and whichi 
it will be shewn, can never be a Sign of any other 
Thing than Action) are uniformly considered as 
being, in tiie case of a large class of them, inca** 
pable of taking a Noun or Sign of a Quantity on 
EiCH side. And, what is still more, it is a farther 
Iffisumption and doctrine, in accredited Gi*ammar« 
that, EVEN IN the case of those Verbs which 
bo take a Noun or Quantity on Each side, the 
Verbs in question are not Bridges of Grammar 
fiCAii Connection between the Two Nouns 
which they divide^ 

From this statementi it is perfectly manifest^ 
that no person, who has been taught in the 
AnaL • b 
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existing doctrines of Grammar, can believe^ or 
pretend to believe, that Algebraical Notation and 
Ordinary Language are speciOcally One and the 
Same System of Signs; because, in order to 
suppose this specific identicalness, the initiated 
person must obviously rebel against the most 
Fundamental Principle of his own Grammatical 
Creed. 

As an example, in illustration of what is now 
stated, I observe, that a speaker of Ordinary 
Language will say, " / walkj' — " / sleep,'' — " I 
smile r — And he will suppose, that any one of 
these expressions conveys an intelligible idea, or 
meaning. But if he were to express himself in 
a way analogous to this in the Notation of Alge- 
bra, by saying, 2+, 3x, or 4-r-, it is evident he 
would, in these instances, only furnish a mark 
without meaning : He would not express a false-' 
hood, or yet an absurdity, which, if he did, might 
nevertheless be expressed grammatically ; but he 
would violate the structure of Algebraical 
Grammar, in the last and most deplorable degree, 
and exhibit nothing but a glaring effusion of non- . 
sense. 

Again. When a Grammarian, of the day, 
utters any such expression as " Petkr fights 
Richard ;" he is imperatively bound, by his 
Creed, to deny that the Word— " JFJgfAfo" — is a 
Grammatical Link of Connection between the Two 
Nouns— ** Peter" and ** Richard." But, in the 
case of Any Operation whatever between Two 
Quantities in Algebra,— 'SUch as in the expression 
4+2, 3x6, or 5— 4, — ^no one will ever deny, or 
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can for a moment doubt, that the Sign of Ope- 
ration is a Link of Logical Connection between the 
Two Signs of Quantities which it divides.* 

Here, then, in the outset, is shewn an undeni- 
able and a prodigious contrast, or contrariety, 
between the Two Systems of Notation in ques- 
tion» according to the assumed and asserted doctrines 
of accredited Grammar. But I pass on to other 
features of contrast, not less remarkable and im* 
portant. 

Secondly, therefore, I observe, that, in the 
Notation of. Algebra, the Signs of Addiiion^ — Sub- 
iractianj — Multiplication, — and Division, express 
Signs of Operations ; While it is self evident 
that No Sign of a Quantity can ever express — 
or stand for — any one of these, or of Any Other 
Operation. But, in Ordinary Language, the Na- 
ture of those important Signs of Operations which 
Grammarians call Prepositions is at this mo- 
ment so little known, that the most successful 
grammatical M^riter which the world has yet seen 
bath confidently taught his contemporaries, and 
made it pass universally current with the learned, 
that Some only of these Words are Verbs, and 
Others Nouns: Which is precisely parallel to 
asserting, in the Notation of Algebra, that the 

< '^It is here to be particularly obliprved,- however, that even 
Algebraists, in their view of things as General Logicians, 
bave not in the least recognised that Actions or Opera- 
tions are Bridges. And, to propose and demonstrate that 
they are Such Things, will form one of the Principal Objects 
of the foUewing work. In a word ; It is necessary to suggest 
and establish. a New Logic, before it is possible to erect a 
new Structure of Grammar. 
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Signs of Addition, — Sabtraction^ — Multiplica* 
tion, — and Division, — and ail the Other Signs of 
a similar nature, — are, Some only of them Sigm 
of OperMionSy and Others Signs of Qitanti-^ 

TIES I 

Wlien I said, just now, **the most successful 
grammatical writer which the world has yet seen;'\ 
I manifestly alluded to Mr. Tooke, as being the 
acknowledged precursor of that class of Indnc- 
tive Etymologists whose labors have brought the 
phraseology of ancient dialects much into light, 
At the same time, I intimate, here, that I shall in 
the present work have occasion to take frequent 
notice of the researches of a still more recent au-» 
thor ; who, also, has gone far deeper into the 
arcana of ancient dialects, than Mr. Tooke has 
done; and whom I consider as having, in very 
many important derivations of Words, annulled 
the views of his illustrious predecessor ; but who, 
nevertheless, altogether sides with him in assert* 
ing, upon etymological authority, that Some only 
of our Prepositions are Verbs, and Others 
JVouNs, — a doctrine which I must stop, in this 
place, to bold up, as exhibiting a decisive test of 
the most profound darkness in the department of 
Language. 

I am quite sensible how unwilling men of letters 
must naturally be, to be awakened from the pleas^ 
ing dream that they are already in possession of 
the great desideratum of Language ; and am not ^ 
less sensible, that it must require a very powerful 
example, indeed, to awaken their suspicion to a 
possibility of the contrary : And yet, I think, the 
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case wbidi has already been put, for their comi- 
deration^ cannot fail of the desired eflfect, provided 
it be duly contemplated. In order, therefore, that 
it should be so, I shall afford it a brief and simple 
lepetition here, in rather a different shape. 

What, then, (I ask) would be said of the know- 
ledge of any People, in the Notation (kttifig ahne 
the SciBNCs) of Algebra^ if we were to be told, 
that, after having remained, since the banning of 
things, in a complete ignorance of even the gene* 
ral nature of its most important Signs, this People 
had, through the researches and genius of one of 
its most acnte individuals, discovered certain mo- 
numents, from which it was made out, that these 
Signals consist of Two different Kinds : One of 
which was rightly concluded to represent QuAir^ 
TiTiBS ; but, with regard to the Other, it was 
with equal confidence assumed, that Some only 
of tbem signified Operations and Others 
Quantities? What would be said of such a 
People, if we were told, that they plumed themselves^ 
at being highly enlightened^ in having become pos^ 
lessed of this degree of advancement in the Phi* 
LOSOPHY OF Signs? Yet, such is the Graven 
Ikaoe which the Philologer op Purvey bath 
set up; And such the Idol which (inasmuch as it 
substitufted some visible and tangible objects, for 
the nonentities of preceding Grammarians,) bath 
been worshipped by the learned of Europe, da- 
ring the last thirty years, as the New-risen Svn 

n liANaVAOB \ 

In the concise view of the subject which V\^:& 
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now been stated, it was impassible to embrace a 
variety of existing and important considerations, 
which vastly augment the contrast, and which 
will develop themselves in the progress of the 
work. But there is one of these which could not 
here be passed over in silence, without peculiar 
injustice to the actual state of the subject. The 
fact to which I allude is, that the statement which 
has just been made, is, in reality, very 'much too 
favorable to the doctrine which it describes. For 
although Mr. Tooke has asserted, — in so many 
nH>rd$y — ^that All Prepositions are either Nouns or 
Verbs ; and though All Grammarians, after him, 
have asserted the same thing; yet, it will be seen 
that, by " Verbs," Mr. Tooke, and all his follow^ 
ers, mean Imperatives, No\^ I have no hesita^ 
tion in affirming, that an Imperative (being unde^ 
niably an , Abbreviated Whole Speech^ is a part of 
Grrammar so vastly different from a Verb, that it 
exhibits no less than a very deplorable evidence 
of darkness and confusion in the Science of 
Language, when a writer of Philosophical Grammar 
employs^ or a writer of Any Grammar accepts^ the 
One for the Other. I am under the necessity, 
therefore, to assert, that it extinguishes what at 
first^ppears of partial light in Mr. Tooke's Theory, 
(in his admitting that Some Prepositions are Verbs) 
when he proceeds^ in his examples, to construei 
these Prepositions as Imperatives. And, when 
J come to discuss those examples, in their proper 
place, I anticipate being able to furnish the most 
decisive proofs of this darkness and confusion. 
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What has been advanced enables me to intro* 
duce the prmcipal object which I had in view, in 
describing that disparity of nature which exists 
between Scientific Notation and Ordinary Lan- 
guage, that is, according to the uniform interpretation 
given to the latter by Grammarians. This object 
was no other than to assert, as a general conclusion 
resulting from the whole following analysis (and 
which conclusion I deemed it of importance to 
intimate in this introductory view of the subject^) 
that, notwithstanding all the Doctritie of Gramma^ 
rians, running virtually to the contrary ^ there exists 
both a Generic and a Specific identicalness of the 
believed Two different kinds of Notation in ques- 
tion ; — ^the supposed difference between the Two 
Systems having arisen entirely from a profound 
misconception of the Real Structure and Elements 
of Ordinary Speech. 

What I here mean to assert amounts, in its con- 
sequences, to this : that I consider the Signs of 
Operations in Ordinary Language may be explain- 
ed, as expressing the Various Relations between 
the Subjects signified by its Nouns, with as much 
definiteness and precision, (allowing for the differ- 
ence of Subjects) as is effected by the corresponding 
Signs in Algebraical Notation: although there 
exists at present not only the most profound igno- 
rance of the Nature and Use of these Signs — 
(namely — ^Verbs, Prepositions Conjunctions, 
&c.); but, also, along with this, an equal darkness 
with regard to the Number of Some of them, 
especially of the Words called Prqmitions. 

For obvious reasons, I do not stop, here, to 
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eaiarge upon, or even to mentioii» the Tarious train 
of consequences which resulte firom the positioti 
now asserted 4 I shall only obsenre, that, in asscat^ 
isg the Number of Prepositions in Language to 
be much greater than is acknoirledged^ I diflfer 
most extremely from die confident assertion of 
Mr. Tooke with regard to this Part of Grammar^ 
and afBrm my conviction, that the most periGect 
Language, and the most enlightened People, must 
have the greatest number of acknowledged Preposi-' 
tions ; and that No Preposifumy rightly understood^ 
is a corrupt Wordj w can ever have proceeded from 
corruption. 

I shall trust altogether to the sequel, to substan^ 
tiate these suggestions ; Ail that I intend, in this 
place, being merely to intimate the matter in ques- 
tion, with a view to enable a reader to form sonrn 
immediate general conception of what degree of ad-^ 
vancement may be expected, or rather which must 
Insult, in the Science of Grammar, if I should 
succeed in establishing the position thus pro* 
posed. 

In the interim, I observe the fact, that the 
identicalness of the Two Systems of Notation 
must be obvious to the Mathematician at least* 
For, although Algebraical Analysis is written 
in Symbols^ it is R£ad in Words, And the Theo* 
rems of Geometry are both read and written in 
Ordinary Language, Both which facts must have 
been impossible, if the Signs of Operations in 
Ordinary Language were not capable of admitting 
an interpretation as perfectly significant of the 
Relations to be expressed in the Sciences of Al- 
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gebra and Geometry, as can be said of the SymboU 
employed in those Sciences. 

Hence it follows, that almost every Mathemati- 
cian, but more especially every Algebraist who is not 
at the same time a thorough Grammarian of the day^ 
should naturally incline to imagine that the Two 
Systems in question are only One and the Same 
Thing : And any such Algebraist therefore, might, 
in this place, be inclined to a hasty conception, that, 
in asserting the Specific identicalness of the Two, I 
have suggested nothing that has not been already, 
at least tacitly^ acknowledged. But I have already 
riiewn, beyond the reach of cavil, that any person, 
who can have supposed the two Systems to be 
specifically identical, must have done so in mani- 
fest contradiction of the most important Maxim 
of accredited Grammar. Thus, If any one sup- 
poses that he had discerned the identicalness in 
question ; he must, as the Very First Principle of 
this identity, have known that Verbs ^re Gram- 
matical Bridges of Connection between Some 
Two Substantive Nouns ; precisely as the Signs 
of Addition, Subtraction, and Multiplication, are 
Bridges of Logical Connection between the 
Quantities of Algebra ; or, as the Sign of Equali- 
ty = QX should be called the Sign of equalling,) is 
a Logical Bridge connecting the Two Sides of an 
Equation^ But it is known to every person who 
has ever looked into a Grammar, that No Verb 
is ever admitted as being a Copula, at all, with 
the sole anomaly or exception of the Verb SuIh 
siantive; which anomaly, instead of lessening, only 
augments the absurdity of accredited Gramtuw^ 
AnaL c 
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g8 shidl be explained in its, proper plaoe: And 
even the Verb Substantive ia never supposed to be a 
Copula of Any Two AoBHTg on Signs of Quan- 
tities. 

Again. If any one imagines thai he knew of the. 
identicalness under consideration; he must have 
known that All Prepositions are Verbs ; and 
he must have discerned, that, to affirm Am/ Prepo^ 
sitian to be a Noun is nothing but a inanifiestatiott 
of the most deplorable darkness in the Science 
of Language. But Mr. Tooke, and Dn Murray^ 
and Every Grammatical writer since the appeaiw 
ance of the Diversions op Purley has shed its 
light upon the Subject, has, with one voice, aflirow 
ed, that Many of our Prepositions are Nouns : — 
Nay, their real doctrine on this head, when rightly 
distinguished from their phraseology, amounts to 
this : THAT Al^iost No Preposition is a Yerbu 
And here I need only ask. What Algebraist^ 
or Whait Mathematician, has ever contradicted^, 
or gainsaid them ? 

In having described merely these two barriers^ 
immense and manifest as they undeniably are^ 
between the Nature of Scientific Notation and 
that of Ordinary Language, as the latter is inter-- 
preted by consent of all Grammarians, I feel satisfied 
iJiat it never will for a moment be pretended, by 
any one, that the identicalness of the Two Sys- 
tems is a matter at all contemplated in the Doc* 
truies of accredited Grammar. I have intimated^ 
however, that the identity must, to a certain ex* 
tent, be obvious to any Mathematician who divests 
himselfof the extant Creed of the Grammarian and 
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merely observes that Wards and Symbols possess 
correspofuknt ojffSceSy in Ordinary Language and in 
Algebra. And, accordingly, we find, this has led 
to a Tery extraordinary doctrine of some eminent 
Algebraists : For, although these eminent persons 
liave not discerned the identicalness herein assert 
ed — ^namely — that of the Two Notations in 
question ; they have done what must, afker due 
consideration, be r^arded as a very wonderfiit 
thing in such an enlightened eera as that in which 
they have flourished — ^that is — ^they have overshot 
the mark, — and this to a vast and immeasurable 
extent, by asserting that a Language or Nota- 
tion is One Same Thing as a Science ITSELF. 

The doctrine to which I now allude is so very 
Temarkable, and is so momentously important in 
its bearing upon the Subject of Language, as 
well as upon Uiat of General Logic, that I shatt 
devote the following subsection to an investigation 
of its merits; especially, since it will be seen, that 
it has not been corrected by any opposition, or any 
qualification of other writers, except what is, if 
possible, still more discreditable to the logical 
character of the age, than the original error itself. 

SUBSECTION II. 

Of the Doctrine of Certain Philosophers^ that a 
Science is nothing but a Language well arranged. 

The doctrine to which it is requisite to call the 
attention of readers, in the present article, is one 
of t|ie fruits of Ic^cad research in the eighteenth 
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t^entury, and belongs to the French PhiloHopher 
Condillac. It has been adopted, in a sense more 
or less qualified, by some of the most distinguished 
writers in our own and in other countries. It 
amounts to this: that ^* The art of reasoning 
is nothing but a Language well arranged^^ — and— 
ITiat Languages are true analytical methods'* 
At a period antecedent to this, a project had 
been contemplated, by no less a genius than the 
Oerman Philosopher Leibnitz, to invent a species 
of Notation, by means of which, all the Subjects 
of Dialectics should be treated with as much cer- 
tainty and precision, as those of Geometry and 
Algebra now are. But upon this it may be ob- 
served, that it implies not, necessarily, the same 
view of the Subject as that of Condillac ; because 
it does not follow, from such a project, that its 
author must have confounded a Science with the 
Notation of that Science : it only follows that 
Leibnitz calculated upon effecting an amelioration 
of Nouns — or Signs of Quantities — ^which can 
never be done, except by an amelioration of the 
Ideas which we make those iSigns to stand for. 
That this was the view entertained by Leibnitz ap- 
pears, moreover, from his avowed method of pro- 
cedure ; which was, Jirst^ to invent an Alphabet 
of Human Thoughts. I merely mention this project 
bf LeibnitZj because his view of the subject appears 
tor have been thought altogether identical with that 
of Condillac, and because some observations of 
.Mr. De Gerando, with regard to it, which I shall 
have occasion to quote, are more applicable to the 
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gcheme of the German, than to the conclusion of 
the French Philosopher. 

As I dififer, as far as possible in opinion, from 
both the original view of Condillac and the expo« 
sitions, or commentaries, which have been furnish- 
ed of it by his followers, I shall here briefly state 
what I conceive to be the general nature of the 
Subject ; Which will enable a reader the better to 
understand the objections which I propose to lay 
against those commentaries, or criticisms. In 
the end of the article, I shall add some farther ob- 
servations, with regard to it. 

1. A Science or Afialytical Method consists in a 
Rule ; by the observing of which, One Truth, or 
Series of Truths, of Relation, results in the indi- 
cation cf Another, as a necessary conclusion, 
drawn by the Mind, from the premises. 

2. But a Language is Not a Rule regarding 
Any Truths or Serves of Truths, or Any Deduction or 
Consequence whatever, out of its own peculiar gram- 
matical construction. It has no election for Truth, 
more than for Falsehood : Nor can it be better ar^ 
ratted in the signification of either of these, than in 
the expression of the grossest absurdity, or down- 
tight nonsense. To say that Color, or Sound, loves 
Virtue ; is just as good Language, as to say that 
Men, or Women, love Virtue. 

3. It is manifest, that the very same nature is 
possessed by Symbolic Notation, as that which I 
have now asserted of Ordinary Language. Because 
the expression 2+2=4+4, is just as good Symbo-^ 
iic GfTfrntnaVy although it asserts a glaring false- 
hood ; aacaa be said of the expres^sion 2+2=2 +2> 
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which rqiKWBts a cartam tratii. In the t o im m 
of these two examples^ moreover. It is piaiiit the 
SciBNCE OF Algebra does not txUt ; idthongby in 
this example, the Language of Algebra is ao Ibm 
peifeet than in the latter. 

To shew the differeaoe between the two Sobgects 
in the Other branch of Mathematical Scienoe, it 
may be ohs^ired, tliat many of the demonstra^ 
tions in Geometry are effected through the medium 
of false f^raseology And absurd assumptions. Yet^ 
when £uclid says lihat, ^* The lesser triangle is equaIi 
^* to the greater ;" he expresses himself in Language 
as weti arranged^ as if he had said '^ the lesser is 
** NOT eqtud to the greater.'* 

4. It followti, conclasively, from these premises^ 
lliat a Language and a Science are Two Most 
Different Things. And I conceive it exhibits m 
very i«markable evidence of a low state of logical 
Scimice, when two things so extremely dissimilar, 
and so important in their respective naturas, have 
been confounded into one, in the imagination of 
those who have taken the lead with rq^rd to 
their fllustration and definition. 

That Language i^ a most dose and intimate at' 
tendant upon Science^ (and in the case of Human 
Beings a necessary attendant,) is true : Andy there- 
fore, there is a semblawx of a certain kind between 
the two Things. But this semblance is so gene- 
ral and loose, that nothing can be more discern* 
iUe» when the attention is once called to the 
characteristic properties of each, tiian the difierenoe 
between them. The former^ I think, may, not 
unafitly^ be compared to a Shaoow, in its atfeooid-i 
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noe upon a iSiAftance which it accompaBiM. The 
difierent Pai'ts of the Sktbstance are cennected tcK 
getber by certain laws of Or^omation — Cohesion 
•*— Repalsiony &c. : but the ParU of the Skadam 
are not connected by any such laws ; they only pre^ 
serve a mere accidental and temporary shape and 
coNTiourrY with one another because they 
kappem^for the moment^ to be attendant upon the cm^ 
Hguous Parts of the Substance to which they belong. 
In a wordy We might jost as rationally affim 
that a Shadow is of the same Nature with die 
most curiously Orgamsed Substance upon which 
it waits, as that a Language is an Analytical Me^ 
thod. 

In layi^ down this line of distinction between 
Lmgoage and Science, however, I by no means 
iataid to deny, that Language is an Art founded on 
a Science of its own kind. On the contrary, 
I affirm that such is its nature : And the whole 
feUowiny Treatise will go to the confirmation of 
this assCTtion. It must be evident, indeed, the mo- 
ment it 19 suggested, that there must be the same 
kind qf reciprocal dependence between the Signs of 
Qoantities and the Signs of Operations in Ordi- 
nary Language, that there is between the Signs of 
Qoanfities and the Signs of Operations in Algebra: 
shhoQgh Any Concatenation of these Signs in 
Algbbka must express True Relations ; where* 
as a Concatenation of Signs, expressed in the most 
Grammatical Language^ may signify either Truths 
or Iktianj or Downright Nonsense. 

In order, here, that I may not be supposed to 
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have made an erroneous statement, in what I have 
to remark with regard to the modificatumi vfith 
which the doctrine, now in question, has been 
adopted by other writers of eminence, it is requi-^ 
site to bring forward what has been advanced on 
the subject by some distinguished followers of 
Condillac. With this purpose, it will be compre^ 
hensively illustrative of* the whole proceeding, to 
quote that account of it which has been furnished 
by Professor Stewart, in the Second Volume of his 
*' Elements of the Philosophy of the Humaa 
*« Mind" (Second Edit. Oct. Chap. 2. Sect. 2.) : which 
statement, although rather diffuse for a quotation,, 
will not admit of being curtailed. 

^' Condillac himself falls, in no inconsiderable 
« degree, under this censure; having, upon more 
** than one occasion, expressed himself as if he 
** conceived it to be possible, by means of precise 
*' and definite terms, to reduce reasoning, in aU 
the sciences, to a sort of mechanical operation^ 
analogous, in its nature, to those which are prac^ 
tised by the Algebraist, on the letters of the al- 
phabet." — * 77ie art of reasoning' — " he repeats 
" over and over" — * w nothing but a Language wdl 
** * arranged.* 

** One of the first persons, as far as I know, 
^* who objected to the vagueness and incorrectnesa 
*' of. this proposition, was Mr. De Gerando; to 
** whom we are further indebted for a clear and 
^* satisfactory exposition of the very important 
^^fact to which it relates. To this fact Condillac 
<< approximates nearly in various parts of his 
** works; but never, perhaps, without some degree 
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''of indistinctness and of exaggeration. Tlie 
^* point of view in which it is placed hy his inge- 
^ nioos successor, strikes me as so just and happy, 
^ that I cannot deny myself the pleasure of en- 
f* ricbing my book with a few of his observations.'* 
' It is the distinguishing characteristic of a lively 
and vigorous conception, to push its speculative 
conclusions beyond their just limits. Hence, in 
the logical discussions of this estimable writer, 
these maxims (stated without any explanation or 
restriction) That the study of a science is nothing 
mor€ than the acquisition of a language ; and^ That 
a science properly treated is only a language well con-' 
trived. Hence the rash assertion, That mathema- 
tics possess no advantage over other sciences^ but 
what they derive from a better phraseology ; and 
that all of these might attain the same character of 
simplicity and of certainty , if we knew how to give 
them signs equally perfect .' 
'The same task which must have been executed 
by those who contributed to the first formation of 
a language, and which is executed by every child 
when he learns to speak it, is repeated over in the 
mind of every adult when he makes use of his 
.mother tongue: for it is only by the decomposition 
of his thoughts that he can learn to select the signs 
which be ought to employ, and to dispose them in a 
suitable order. Accordingly, those external actions 
which we call speaking or writings are always ac- 
companied with a philosophical process of the 
uiideriBtanding, unless we content ourselves, as too 
often happens, with repeating over mechanically 
what has been said by others. It is in this te^v^cX 
Anal i> 
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* that languages, with their forms and rules, con^ 
' ducting (so to speak) those who use them into the 

* path of a r^ular analysis ; tracing but to them, 

* in a well-ordered discourse, the model of a perfiscC 
"^ decomposition, may be regarded, in a certain senstf 
^ SB analytical methods. But I stop. Condillac, to 
/ whom this idea belongs, has developed it too 

* well to leave any hope of improving on his state*- 

* ment/ 

Before I proceed to comment upon this modifi- 
cation of Gondillac's views, by M. De Gerando, it 
is due to its author that I should state an improve^ 
ment of his upon the text now given. 

*' In a note upon this passage," (says Pro- 
fessor Stewart) *^ M. De Gerando has certainly 
** improved not a little on the statement of Con- 
"dillac." — *In asserting,' (says he) *that Lto^ 
^ guage» may be regarded as analytical methods, I 
' have added the qualifying phrase, in a certain scmc^ 

* for the word method cannot be employed here 

* with exact propriety. Languages furnish th6 

* occasions and the means of analysis; that is to sajr; 
' they afibrd us assistance in following that method \ 
' but they are not the method itself. They resemUd 

* signals or finger*posts placed on a road to enable 
^ us to discern our way ; and if they help vib td 

* analyse, it is because they are themselves the l^ 
^ suits, and as it were the monuments of an a^alyriii 
f. which has been previously made; nor do they 
^ contribute to keep us in the right path, but in pto^ 

* portion to the degree of judgment with which that 
^ analysis has been conducted/ 

Such are the logical views, and their improve- 
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ments, with which Professor Stewart could not 
deny himself the pleasure of enriching his book* 
Andy accordingly, in the conclusion of them, he 
says, '* I was the more solicitous to introduce those 
** excellent remarks, as I suspect that I have my** 
** self indirecdy contributed to propagate in this 
** country the erroneous opinion which it is their 
^ object to correct." 

I wish it had not lain so unavoidably in my 
way, to object my own opinions of the subject, 
against what has here been stated with regard to 
it But if I should fall into any error, or any un- 
due 9eyerity of criticism upon it, my own judgment 
must proportionably suffer in the opinion of all 
those who shall hereafter be competent to decide. 
With this consequence before my eyes, I cannot 
help ezpressmg my belief, that never was enlogium 
more undeservedly bestowed, than in the high 
strain of praise, and of reciprocal compliment; 
which mark the passages in question. 

In the first place, we have M. De Gerando's 
TEXT : which, after a mass of loose verbiage and 
demonstrable contradiction, in which he talks 
about a ' decomposition of thought^ and ^philosophic 
^ cal processes of the understandingy' (considerations 
which might well be applied to the project of jLeib- 
VIT2 ; but which touch not the conclusion of CoN- 
DiLLAC,) ends in a propagation of the gros3 
KKBOK OF CoNDiLLAC, in onbf an attenuated shape ; 
for, after ally in this text, M. De Gerando asserts, 
that, '^iNACERTATN SENSK, Languages may be 
•'' regarded as analytical methods." 
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Biit I pass on, to the Note; in Yfhxch the addi-> 
tional and final improvement is contamed. 
' And here the principal feature that presents itself, 
IS anexpress contradiction, or nullification, equally 
of itself and of the text The Text says, ' It is itt 
^ this respect that languages, \¥ith their forms and 

* rules, conducting (so to speak) those who use 

* them into the path of a regular analysis/ — * may be 
' regarded, in a certain senses as analytical methods/ 
But, in the Note^ the real truth of the matter is 
contiessed, that Languages do not conduct ub in 
the path of analysis; ^ nor do they contribute to 
^ keep us in the right path, but in proportion to the 
' degree of judgment with which that analysis has 
^ been conducted.' 

The real fact is, that both the Text and tkd 
JNfote, when duly examined, amount to one and the 
same tenor : both contradict themselves, in the very 
same manner ; both do this by an expression of 
that species of absurdity, seldom incorred by 
Philosophers, facetiously called a Bull; and both 
completely abandon the conclusion of Coiidillac, 
by the expression of that absurdity. The very 
credit of the logical character of the age appears to 
be so deeply affected by the proceeding in ques- 
tion, and by the praises with which it has been 
held up to admiration, that it becomes an indis* 
pensable duty to criticise it with proportionate 
justice. 

When the Text says, ' it is in this respect that 

* languages,' &c. ; the definitive term " this'' refers, 
undeniably, to ^ philosophical processes of the under" 
standing' and to a ^ decomposition of thought' And 
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the real sense of the whole text is indisputaMy 
this : that a Language conducts a man in the path 
of analysis, by means of his employing a philowphic 
process o/'Am understanding and a decomposition of 
Am otm thoughts: Which is precisely parallel to 
asserting, that One Man helps Another by the fact 
of that other's helping Himself. 

The Note, (after some most notable confusion 
ivhich I shall be under a necessity to criticise,) 
ends in stating the same thing as the Text, by the 
same absurdity of expression ; in acknowledging 
the truths that a Language does not even so muck 
as ^ CONTRIBUTE to keep us in the right path, but 
^. in proportion to the degree of jvdgm^ht with which 
' an analysis has been conducted :' Which expres- 
sion, I repeat, amounts to a conclusive admission, 
that Language does not contribute to keep us in 
Ihe right path at all. 

I am now under the necessity of adverting to 
that confusion, which, I have said, is exhibited in 
the body of M. De Gerando's Note ; and which 
is so remarkable, for the darkness and n^ligence 
which it betrays, that I am almost ready to suspect 
myself of laboring under some very great defect 
of understanding, when I observe it has been the 
subject of such extraordinary panegyric. 

And lirst, 1 must assert, against the express as- 
sumption of M. De Gerando, that Languages do 
mot ^'furnish theoccasions and themeansofamUysisy' 
They furnish only the Signs or Record of analysis, 
after the Understanding or Mind has furnished 
the occasion aad the means. Language, indeed^ fur- 
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nisfaes the means of recording the Role which tfae* 
Mind has discovered : but it furnishes no means of 
DISCOVERING that Rule. 

Secondly^ I observe, Languages do not ^' resemble 
^^jfinger-pasts placed ona roadto enable us to discern our 
^^way^ On the contrary. Every Language, op Every 
Express Speech, (phile we are travelling along itf) 
resembles a Way itself, and not a wdy-voBT : 
for, if we follow it, it necessarily conducts mr 
somewhere ; but there is Not One Sign, or Signal^ 
in Any Language^ or in Any Express Speech, that 
can, by any possibility, inform us, or afford us the' 
slightest suspicion, whether the way which we are 
travelling leads to Truth, or to Fiction ; to Science' 
or to Nonsense. 

As a proof of this, I need only desire, of any: 
Englishman, who is ignorant of Arithmetic, tG* 
read the following Sentence : Twice ten are equal Ut 
three times sixty. And, then, I would ask him. Can 
he tell whether this proposition is true, or fiedse ? 

Besides this fact — namely — that a Languaob 
IS A Road, in which Road there never is any 
Signal to tell you whether you are travelling ia 
IVttth, or in Falsehood, — I assert, here, — as a 
G^Qeral Principle, — that No fFord, considered 
merely as a Sign, ever can point either forward w 
BACKWARD : But Every Word is the Sign of att 
Idea that is to be regarded as being Relatively 
Present: And we get forward, from the Idea 
signified by One Word, to that Signified by Aflu- 
otfaer, by an Operation of the Understanding ;^ 
Every Word in a Language resembling a Step* 
NNG SxoNS in a Head. For, when we «ay» 
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^' Three into Three^ equal Nine ;' it is certain that 
the Words *' nree into Three'* could never direct 
us one hair's breadth on the way to the eqaality 
*' NinCf* any more than it could to Nine Thou- 
sand, or to the Nine Muses : And it is self-evident 
that we get to the result — " Nine'' — solely by an 
Act of the Intellect. A man who hath not 
Arithmetic in hisSoul, could not tell, whether 
the Word Nine^ in this case, is the Sign of a Re- 
sult, or the Sign of a Fiction. 

Thirdly. I am under the necessity of objecting^ 
that Languages are not '^ results /' although I 
grant, when a portion of Language records a process 
in Science, it may then, in that accidental case, 
with truth be called a ' monument' of analysis. Lan- 
guages, when they happen to record truth of any 
kind, are Monuments : but Monuments are* not 
Results. A Victory, or a Conquest, is a Result ; 
but the Column, or Inscription, which records this 
Ccmquest, is not that Result : The same difference 
exists between an Analytical Result and the Words^ 
or Symbols^ in which it is recorded. Algebraical 
Results are so far from being ^ Monuments,' that 
they eminently require Monuments to preserve their 
remembrance. Assuredly, therefore, never was con- 
fiuion more deep, than the confounding of Ana^ 
Iftical Results and their Monuments, into One 
Same Object, or Subject ^ 

. ' In a farther note upon this subject. Professor Stewart 
i*y9i {Second Ed* Oct. p, 142.) "The unsoundness of Gondii- 
^U(;'8 assertion, that the Srt of reasoning ie nothing more than 
^ekmg^tage well arranged, was, I believe, first pointed out 
" by M. Frevost See some acute and decisive objections to 
"this proposition in his treatise Des Signes, &c." 1 \\aNe noX 
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Unavoidable as I conceive these strictures to be; 
and quite impossible as it was for me to have omit- 
ted them with justice to the subject, I must con- 
fess they appear to me to call doubly for animad- 
version on account of the terms of eulogium with 
which the exposition or views of M, De Gerando 
have been held up for the admiration of the world. 
Of course, I suppose, Professor Stewart could not 
have in the least degree suspected the egregious 
error which they propagate ; and far less the tisisue 
jof absurdity and contradiction which I have been 
under the necessity to point out ; otherwise, it is 
impossible to suppose he could have dwelt, in such 
terms, upon a proceeding which I take to be inef- 
fJBibly below what ought to be the logical character 
of the age. At any rate, I have no hesitation in 
■declaring, as being what I think due to Condillac, 
;that I would as soon have it imputed to me that I 
had fallen into his original mistake ; as that, after 
being once awakened to a suspicion of his error, 
J had furnished such an exposition of the subject 
as that which has been thus exhibited. ' 

I would not have it for a moment supposed I 

Eeeu this work of M. Prevost, And in fact the state of 
health against which I have had to struggle throughoat tbe 
whole execution of my present task, although it has given. me 
time, has rendered it impossible for me to take a wider range of 
authorities than I have done. Nor do I (unless in the case of 
M. Prevost) consider this to be of much loss to the reader. 
If however the "acute and decisive objections*' of M. Prevost 
be more decisive, than the eulogised exposition of M. De Ge^ 
rando,I think it was due to the subject that Mr. Stewart sboald 
Jiave corrected the former, by an example of the latter. 
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vrish to dittiemble the recollection, that these stric- 
tures /all heaviest upon the views of a vrriter, who 
has strained with perhaps unexampled pertinacity 
in afficting to refuse me all philosophical conside- 
ration ; and with whom, it has appeared, I am 
otherwise at issue, upon a claim of a special nature. 
I am fully aware that the various criticisms and ob- 
jections which 1 have been urged to hazard, with 
regard to the doctrines and assumptions of Mr. 
Stewarty both in my present and in my former 
work, may, on these different accounts, be very 
naturally viewed by his warm admirers as taking a 
tone, from my sense of his procedure. But 1 aver 
that my animadversions upon bis views have not 
been so critical, or far carried, as I think they 
very faiily might have been. And to this remark, 
indeed, I may add, that an early and a long con- 
tinued venoration for the philosophical cast of his 
mind, and respect for his general character, have, 
throughout, precluded every feeling in the most 
distant manner allied to hostility towards him. 
In testimony of what I now assert, I may ap- 
peal to the strictures which I have felt it to be 
^ duty, on different occasions, to hazard vrith 
xegard to the speculations, respectively, of Dr. 
Bad, Mr. Tooke, and other writers : And I be- 
lieve that whoever will take the trouble to compare 
the tone of animadversion in all of them, including 
those on Mr. Stewart's writings, will sit down con- 
irinced, that no personal consideration has actua- 
ted me with opposition to the latter. I might in- 
deed remark, that public and impartial criticism 
has borne testimony to my having observed great 
Anal. ¥. 
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consideration toward Mr. Stewart And 1 certainly 
believed inyself possessed of nobler means of lead^ 
ing him to appreciate the course he has chos^ 
than diat of any undue strain of animadversion. 

Having duly adverted to this matter; J shall 
leave it to every competent and impartial reiader to 
decide, according to the real merits of the subject 

Professor Stewart informs us, that, when he first 
gave into the view of Condillac, as propiagated by 
Lavoisier, he ^ was fully aware of the looseness 
*^and indistinctness of Lavoisier's expressions.'' 
But he '* did not think it necessary, in the intra* 
duction to his Work," (i. e. in his First Volume^ 
'^ to point out in what manner Condillac's propo4 
^'sitions were to be limited and corrected." Be 
this accorded. But I must, in this place^ totally 
object to the phrase, ^^ limited and corrected^^^'-^^ 
phrase which I conceive to be not more fortunate, 
or more applicable to the subject, than if he had 
employed almost any other two verbs in the Ian* 
gnage. 

Suppose, for a moment, that any Philosopher, 
had fallen into the mistake of asserting, that a 
Man and his Shadow; Or a Road upon which k 
man travels and a Knowledge in that Mah'* 
Mind that the Road carries him East^ West^ Nbrtki 
or Southf ue One Same Thing : (And of this 
nature and extent I take to be precisely the mis^ 
take of Gondillac : In this case, I ssk. What should 
we say of any Philosophical Critic, who should 
Jirst give into this assertion ; and afterwards inform 
the world, that he had at the time in view to limit 
and correct it? 
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^ ' If I have not been extremdy deceived, tbronghoot 
tiie foregoing view of the subject, the credit of Ha*> 
man Understanding could hardly, in any case, be 
more depressed, than in any attempt to apply the 
word limit J or even that of correct^ to a position, or 
doctrine, which must certainly be ejspunged aiUh 
gether from the face of Philosophy ; and^ at the 
best, passed off, as being one of those oversights 
mto which, perhaps, the best human intellect is 
sometimes liable to fall. 



SUBSECTION III. 

Of a Phrase and Assumption of modern Logicians^ 

« _ ■ , 

that Language is an Instrument of Thought. 

' It has appeared, in what has gone before, that 
Language, in the present work, is considered as 
being the Object of two very different classes of in- 
qcdrers — ^namely — First of the Grammarian ; and, 
Stcondly^ of the Logician in Some Other depart* 
ment of Philosophy. It has also been intimated, 
ttiat the goieral tenor of the present treatise has 
fiir its object to exhibit only the Grammatital cha- 
racter of Language. In this introductory chapter, 
however, it has been necessary to touch upon, and 
Bon^what to overstep, that line which separates 
fle province of Grammar from that of Logic in 
General : and, in addition to what has been ad- 
vanced of this nature in the last article, it appears 
requisite to advert to the doctrine or assumption 
'^hich is named in the title of this subsection. The 
^ect I have in view, in so doing, is to remove 
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what has become a very feshionable, bnt, I must 
think, a very erroneous phrase and assumption 
'With the most eminent writers of the last and pre^ 
sent age. - r 

No phrase employed by authors of this descrip* 
tion appears more in favor, or is used with more ap- 
pearance of a refined philosophical discrimination, 
than that of '^ Langtsage considered as an instru- 
ment of thought'' Thus, among other examples, 
we find, that such is the partiality entertained for 
this^phrase by Professor Stewart, (although he is 
by no means alone in the matter) that he, by a 
device seldom adopted by him, emphatically marks 
the expression of it with small capitals ; as may 
be seen in one of the notes, in the Second Vokm^ 
of his Elements, to which I have already referred. 

Now it has appeared, firom the whole tenor of 
the foregoing article, that Language neither is^ 
nor can be, in any sense, an instrument (^ 
Thought. And, although the phrase in questioii 
goes very smoothly over the tongue, and has an 
insidious influence upon the imagination, especial- 
ly as it has now acquired some root in habit and 
prejudice, I humbly conceive, it must be abandoned; 
as parcel of that fallacy which I have already 
endeavoured to explode : And I apprehend that 
even the influence of fashion will not be able to 
save it, provided the present, or future generation, 
shall advance in the scale of rationality. 

Language, it has been shewn, is both a Sign 
and a Record or Monument of Thought Bat^ 
if it be also, in any sense, an Instrument of 
Thought, it must help us to think, that is, it must 
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geire Some Such Office with regard to thinking, 
as the Spade, the Plough, or the Harrow, does in 
the cultivation of our fields, or gardens ; which 
Office, I have very distinctly shewn, by particular 
examples in the forgoing article, it never does, 
nor can do. 

A Language is a RoadofSigns^ corresponding 
TO AND SUGGESTING a Rood of Thoughts. But 
we do not consider a Road to be an Instru- 
ment of travelling ; And so, neither can we consi- 
der a Language an Instrument of Thought. 
The Real Instruments of travelling (unless we 
adopt some secondary or artificial power) are our 
LimbSf actuated by the powers of our Body : And 
the Real Instruments of Thought are the Faculties 
of our Mindj actuated by our Will. It is a Faculty 
of our Jlifiu/tbat BTEVsJrom Word to Word; and, 
in so d(»ng, informs us what is the connection 
between the Two Words in question ; or whether, 
indeed, there is Any Connection at all between 
them, any more than if they were two stones, 
thrown, by chance, into a contiguity, or proximity. 
The 'Words, in Any Speech^ no more help us to 
move forward, and no more indicate any Obfect be* 
yond themselves^ than can be said of the Two Banks 
of a River, with a Bridge standing between them. 
Now, when we are walking on a Bridge, we (i. e. 
THE Mind) know that One Bank has been passed^ — 
and that Another Bank must follozo : but it is not 
the pass^ Bank that indicates the Bridge ; nor the 
Bridge ^Bt indicates the Bank that is to come: 
Tbe Banks and Bridge indicate nothing; they only 
PROCLAIM THEMSELVES, respectively^ as objects oC 
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our iontenif>lttion ; and they leave it to our Mihb 
to connect them (if we can) in ideUj conformably to 
the connection that really exists between them; * 
- I am Tery sensible, that when I first snggestedi 
in the foregoing article, that Language does noi 
help to carry us on^ in thinking ; it must hwwe 
been viewed as a paradox and an untenable posi- 
tion. But the truth of the matteir is so cei 



demonstrable, that I cannot anticipate any fatore 
objection to it : and I trust that nothing more need 
be said, here, to render the proof of it complete. 

There is another phrase, or expression, to be 
noticed here, however, which, at first sight, may be 
thought something less objectionable — namely—*- 
th&t Language is a ^' Vehicle" of Thought. Bot 
the use of this phrase is an exhibition of as fodse 
philosophy as the other ; and it must be exploded 
along with it. If Language, indeed, were a Vehi^ 
cle of Thought, it would, then, be an Instrument : 
because, although we do not, in ordinary dis- 
course, call a Stage Coack^ or even a Horsey an /»* 
strumenty it certainly is one in the philosophical 
sense of the word. But Language never did, and 
never can^ convey Any Thought: It can only 
emfe, or suggest. Another Thought, in Another 
Mind, SIMILAR to the Thought which it expreases; 
just as a foot-path, in a field, suggests to One.Man, 
a course of action similar to that which Another 
Man has gone before him. A Speech, of any sor^ 
therefore, when heard, or read, is merely a Patb 
•FOR Thought to travel in, traced out in an of her- 
wise markkss void; which One man has tir&d 
down, and thus left Signs that enable Another man 
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to follow him : Whfle the man who follows, as 
well as he that precedes, mdst travel under the 
Law of Grammar ; or, else, the Road he traces 
is HOT PURE Language : And the precursor may 
also, at the same time, travel under a collateral Law 
ef Analytical Science; though he that comes after 
may not in the least know whether he is travelling 
a Road of Analytical Science, or not. 

In order to illustrate the last remark, I observe,* 
that every Sentence, Proposition, or Speech what- 
ever, must exhibit, (to those who understand both 
subjects,) an example of Two Most Distinct and 
Different Systems of Laws : that is, it must exhibit, 
first, the Laws of Mere Grammatical Connec- 
tion : And, distinctly from this, it must display the 
Laws either of. Some Rational Connection of Ideas, 
or of Same Truths or So7?ie Fiction^ or Some Concate- 
nation or Other of Ideas, extra Grammatical. 

I might add to the observations of both the 

jvesent and the past article. But I do not wish 

to augment their bulk ; and I tru6t that what has 

b^en hazarded in them is amply sufficient for the 

purpose I had in view. I shall close this article, 

therefore, by remarking, that I can anticipate that 

fiishion, supported by prejudice, may strain hard 

toietain the use of the phrase ^* Instrument op 

'* Thought ;" which expression, like a cherished 

play-jthing, will not willingly be thrown aside. 

But if the claims of reason, in modern logical 

ifieeulations . should happily triumph over sound 

embodying error, I think no writer of eminence 

vOI, in future, deliberately stake his reputation to 
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a 1186 of this phrase : And if, in violation of 
reason, the fieishion should still prevail ; I obsenre, 
that the matter in question is not merely an inno- 
cent foppery in science ; but it b an expression 
which involves and promulgates a very serious 
error, in our conceptions of the nature both of Lan- 
guage and of Thought itself. 

I shall have occasion to shew, in the sequel, 
what frmts have been produced in the doctrines 
of Language by the error of Condillac ; modified, 
as it has been, by other writers. 



SUBSECTION IV. 

Of the different Methods which have been pursued by 

Philologists^ with a view to solve the Problem tf 

Language ; andf especially j of that which has been 

followed by Mr. Home Tooke. — Of the General 

Cause of past failure in the Subject of Language.* 

There are two very different methods, by which 
an exposition of the nature of Language may be 
attempted ; and which have actually been put in 
practice by those who have speculated in this 
direction. One of these is, to demonstrate, or at 
least assume^ Some General Principles of Relation 
between our Ideas; and, thence, to seek out,, in 
the reputed imports of the different Species of Ward»^ 
in any Language, such Grammatical meanings as 
might reduce them to a strict conformity with this 
Structure of Relation. The Other is, without 
any consideration whatever of the nature of our 
Ideas, or their Connections, to ^^ dig" down, as 
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hr at may be done, into the unknown nnmber of 
strata which the accumulation of ages has heaped 
upon the original forms and particular imports of 
Words; and, thereby, endeavour to determioe 
what their Primitive Grammatical Imports have 
been : In eflecting which, it has been imagined, by 
the votaries of this method, that they should arrive 
at the real nature of the thing sought 

The lastrmentioned of these two methods is that 
which has been prosecuted by the late Mr. Tooke ; 
and, since him, by other eminent Etymologists. 
The other is the course which appears to have 
been followed, (though together with the most erro- 
neous views of Relation) by Mr. Harris and by 
other preceding writers on Philosophical Gh^m- 
inar ; and is now also embraced by me, in the fol- 
lowing work ; but having, for its basis, a view of the 
Category of Relation altogether incompatible with 
that heretofore uniformly entertained. 

From the real and great importance . of Mr. 
Tooke's philological labors; and from the very 
opposite views of Language which I have been 
under the necessity of taking up, to those which 
he has suggested and maintained ; it is evident I 
must unavoidably have frequent occasion to ani- 
madvert upon the nature of his speculations ; and 
must, even, hazard some passing opinions with 
regard to his philosophical genius. The principal 
pavt of these animadversions I shall reserve for the 
Chapter of Psepositions ; in which place a 
statement of thexn will be the most requisite and 
indispensable : But it appears necessary that some 
AnaL f 
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of these should be offered upoB the present occa» 
tion. 

Mr. Tooke himself informs ns, that he produced 
his Theory of Language from ^* reasoning a priori.^ 
In his First VolumCjpage 130, he says, ** If I have 
''been misled, it certainly is not by Etymology : 
'* of which I confess myself to have been shame- 
** fully ignorant at the time when these my notions 
'* of language were first formed. And (Not- 
** withstanding Lord Monboddo's discouraging 
'' sneer) it was general reasoning a priori that led 
** me to the particular instances ; not particular 
** instances to the general reasoning/' 
^ Again, back in page 122, he says« '^ I protest 
<' to you, that my notions of Language were formed 
'* before I could account etymologically for any 
''one of the words in question, and before I was 
^ in the least acquainted with the opinions of 
« others.** 

In page 131, he even says, '' This Etymology, 
'^ against whose fascination you would have me' 
" guard myself, did not occur to me till numjf years 
" qfier my system was settled.*" 

Although I consider Mr. Tooke profoundly 
mistaken, when he thinks he ever begins with a 
general and not with a particular truth, I am glad, 
for the sake of those who have been impressed 
with a high opinion of his understanding, and of 
his excellence especially in grammatical acumen, 
that he has recorded his testimony, so unequivo- 
cally and emphatically, to the propriety of investi- 
gating the nature of Language from general reason- 
ing a priori. But, What are we to say of the Prince 
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(because the Precursor) of Inductive Etymolo- 
GISTS, and the man whom the most illustrionsr 
linguist since himself has taken for his avowed 
leader and model as an inductive inquirer in ex- 
clusion of every thing like reasoning a priori, thus 
declaring that Etymology had nothing to do with 
his discoveries ? 

If it. should be asked, in this place, What had 
Mr. Tooke, then, to] do with Etymology ? The 
answer, I think, he gives somewhere — ^namely — 
that he had recourse to it only in order to convince 
others; not as the means of informing himself. 

But the real truth of Mr. Tooke's proceeding 
is, that, notwithstanding his avowals already 
quoted, his whole Work, with one or two trifling 
exceptions which will be duly noticed in the sequel, 
18 void of any thing like general reasoning a pri' 
ori; and proceeds wholly upon inductive principles : 
In which assertion I am borne out by the express 
declaration of Dr. Murray, (whose grammatical 
labors will claim very repeated notice in this 
work) that Mr. Tooke '^ was the first writer who 
''applied Hie inductive philosophy to the history 
of speech;'' — and — that, ''By applying the indue* 
tive philosophy to language, he has been able to 
demonstrate the origin of all the indeclinable 
parts of speech from the noun and the verb." 
In &ct^ there b a contrariety to the last d^ree 
between Mr. Tooke's professed method and his ac- 
tual proceeding ; which I have never been able 
either to reconcile, or to account for in any way 
that does not appear to arraign him of an incon- 
sistency of the most general extent. 



4i 
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Tliat the PhiMoger of Piuley possessed botk '^ 
vigoroos and a coltivated anderstaiidingy capable^ 
aadcr a right direction, of effecting much more thaa 
he has done toward an exposition of the Natua 
ef Language, there can be no doubt. But he arivt 
jected his mind .to a bias, so strong, against tlw 
Connections, or Compositions, of our Tkattghis^ 
is forming the Foundation of Language, that he 
commences his speculations by scouting, with the 
most unqualified contempt, any toleration of such 
Things as Optratiom in the Mind^ or a Con^mkioH 
of Ideas. 

** Grammarians" (says he, Vol. l.pageiiS.) ''have 
*' since pursued just the same method with the 
f* A^Bndj that they had before done with nings. 
'* The different operations of the Mind, are to ao* 
'' count now, for what the different things account** 
'' ed before : and, when they are not sufficiently 
*^ numerous for the purpose, it is only supposing 
*' an imaginary operation or two, and the difficult 
^* ties are for the time shuffled oven So ^ the very 
''same game has been played over with Idus^ 
^' which was before played with Things. No aa^ 
** tisfoction, no agreement has been obtained : but 
^'all has been dispute, diversity, and darkness: 
^V Insomuch, that many of the most learned and 
'* judicious Grammarians, disgusted with obscurity 
^'and contradiction, have prudently contented 
'* themselves with remarking the difterence between 
** Wordgf and have left the causes of Language to 
<^ shift for themselves." 

The extract, now given, forms a conclusive evi« 
dence, of what I should think certainly demanded 
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proof, namely, that M n Tooke actually proceeded 
mpaa an attempt to solve the Problem of language 
by die help of Wobds themselves, to the utter 
ezdipion of all consideration of Ideas. I cannot 
flay that I in the least comprehend what is meant 
hy '' a difference between Wards^' that is not founded 
en a Afferehce between the Ideas which they signify : 
but that this is the express doctrine of Mr. Tooke 
ifl certain ; because, what he sarcastically means by 
the ''Causes of Language'' are, manifestly, our 
Ideas and their Connections. 

As it must be of material weight, in furnishing a 
preliminary view of my own undertaking, that I 
fehonld aflford the reader a just and indubitable es- 
timate otMr.Tooke^s general^proceeding as a Philosih 
pher^ I would here solicit particular attention to the 
question, What could have been the assumed Prin- 
ciples or. Data (for Principles or Data of some sort 
he must have had) which he could have employed 
for his reasonings A /?ru?n; since he had so signally 
discarded Things (i. e. external Things) and Ideas : 
For these, I apprehend, with the exception of 
WoEDs considered as theie Signs, make up the 
WArieSum of the Universe; and we have seen that 
Mr. Tooke had formed and settled his System of 
Language, many years before h^ meddled with 
Etymology f 

It becomes plain, from what has been quoted, 
ihat Woeds — Mebe Absolute Living Woeds — 
as they pass from mouth to mouth, — without amf 
reference to Ideas, and without any reference to 
EnrvMOLOGY or Derivation, were the Mate- 
rials which formed the Data or Principl&i oC 
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Mr. Tooke's^mero/ reasonings. And the folio wiii|^ 
Mrhich are to be collected from the first thirty pages 
of his work, appear to be the Sole Facts or 
Data themselves, upon which he has proposed 
to hang so mighty a fabric as the whole expositioii 
of Language. 

In page 26, of his First Volume^ his fellow dia- 
legist — B, — says, 

I think I begin to comprehend >u. You 

mean to say that the views of Grammarians have 

arisen from supposing all words to be immediately 
** either the signs of things or the signs of ideas : 
^' whereas in fact many words are merely abhrem^ 
** tions employed for dispatch, and are the signs dP 
'' other words. And <ftese are the artificial wings 
^' of Mercury, by means of which the Argus eyes 
^* of Philosophy have been cheated.'' 

To which Mr. Tooke, under the letter H, tersely 
replies, 

" It is my meaning." 

Now, upon these Data, I have to observe, Firsts 
that although they involve a true and a very impor- 
taQt distinction — ^namely — that which must exist 
between the ^ns of Ideas and the Signs of SSgns; 
and although the investigation of the consequences 
of this distinction constitutes a very wide field of 
Grammar, — a field in which, if Mr. Tooke has not 
reaped the whole crop, he has certainly reaped 
much honor for himself; — yet the whole result of 
amf success that could possibly be attained therein 
could regard only a very subordinate part^ and that 

MOT AN ESSENTIAL /Mir/, of the SciENCE OF LAN- 
GUAGE. Besides which, I remark, that both the 



SB0.1.] THE NATURE OF SIGNS. 47 

Kinds of Signs in question me founded on oar Ideas 
and their Connections. Secondly^ I observe, that 
Mr. Tooke, in the sequel of his work, has had re- 
course to the particular mention of Ideas, as being 
the Objects of which Words are the Signs ; — a 
proceeding, indeed, which it was impossible for 
him to avoid, if he wfote upon Grammar at all : 
And he has thereby, in the most decisive manner 
qnashed the Assumption which he had previously 
set up, against what he calls the '^ Causes of Lan- 
guage.'' Thus, in his Chapter of Prepositions, 
Vol. If page 319, he founds this Part of Speech (al- 
though in a most erroneous and visionary manner) 
upon Ideas, in the following assumption. ^^ So 
** does the necessity of the Preposition (or of 
<< some equivalent invention) follow from the im- 
<* possibility of having in Language a distinct com^ 
**plejp term (or each different collection of ideas 
^* which we may have occasion to put together in 
" discourse." 

Without quoting Mr. Tooke farther, at present, 
(because I shall have occasion to notice this, his 
inconsistency, more particularly hereafter) I have 
here only to add, that he goes on, at some length, 
in the same place, talking thus of Ideas, individu- 
ally and collectively, as being the Objects which 
Words signify and stand for. 

After this statement, which, from the nature of 
tiie extracts given in proof, cannot admit of any he- 
sitation, I may venture to affirm, that a more com- 
prehensive and sweeping contradiction is not to be 
found in the general proceeding of any Writer, than 
is here manifested between Mr. Tooke's prelimi- 
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aary doctrine and the courae which he has actual^ 
followed in the sequel of his speculations. 

2. 

. After the view which I have now taken of the 
general method pursued by Mr. Tooke^ I proceiMl 
to observe, with reference to his preliminary mh 
sumption, that it was not the taking gf Things* or 
Ideas, for the foundation of Language ; and the 
consequent endeavour to make the Parti of SjpeeA 
confofTn in their Structure to the Nature of ItUmg 
that has proved the great stumbling block to Graio- 
marians. For although it is very true, as Mr. 
Tooke has asserted^ that '* the very same game has 
** been played over again with the Mind,'* (op 
Ideas) ^* which was before played with Things ;" 
yet, the real and profound cause of failuro has 
uniformly been, that, in assuming the Generic Struo 
ture ^Things, or the Generic Structure ^Idbaa^ 
(for both these must have One Same Structuxe^ 
in our apprehension) Grammarians have plunged 
themselves into a vast abyss of error, which the; 
Logicians had prepared for them : which error, it 
will form a leading object of the present work to 
expose, as being the only possible means of evcv 
explaining the real Structure of Language. 

The error upon the exposure of which I proi>OM 
to lay so great a stress, is, certainly, one of the most 
extraordinary, as it is, at the same time, the moat 
profound and comprehensive, of any that ever 
beguiled the imagination of Philosophers. 1% 
consists in the view which has, uniformly and witli* 
out any contradiction or suspicion, been taken of 
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the Gbneric Structure of the Category of 
Helation. All that I shall say with regard to 
this fallacy at the present moment, however, is^ 
that it is of sueh a nature, that, so long as Gram*- 
marians proceeded to build upon it, as their com^ 
men foundation, it was impossible that any strength 
of genius, or any labor of research, could avail 
them : One and all were, of necessity, sunk in the 
abyss upon which they had laid their Structure ; the 
strong and the weak were equally unable to sur- 
taiountthe barrier in which this abyss had involved 
them ; and logical acumen was only exhausted in 
vain, in attempting to over-leap it 

If it should, bere, (especially to many readers^ 
be matter of surprise that a fallacy so vast should 
have prevailed so long, and so unsuspected, in the 
accredited System of Logic, as that which I have 
How ventured to impeach : I shall be content, for 
the present, to observe, that those who are con- 
versant with the History of Philosophy cannot be 
Ignorant, that there are parallel instances ; which, 
if not so extensive in their consequences, are at 
least nearly as wonderful in their having ever ex* 
isted : On^ or two, of which, I shall appeal to» 
fiuriher on. Indeed, if I should ever be able to 
accomplish the sequel of a work, the First Part 
of which is already before the public, (although I 
have now very faint expectation of effecting it,) I 
hope to be enabled to show, that the fallacy thus 
in question, and which was first pointed out in the 
Volume to which I allude, is only a part of a far 
greater defect which obtains in the General Sys- 
AnaL ^» 
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tern of Scholststic Logic. Upon which I may here 
mei^ly remark^ that such a result, if eiSected, would 
prove the Science of Universal Logic to be vastly 
more in its infancy, than our most guarded Philo- 
sophers at all imagine. 

In fine. In calling the attention of readers to 
the Generic Structure of Relatioriy of which I pro^ 
pose to treat in the next article, I have to observe, 
that there is no Subject which has been io remark^ 
ably neglected, as this one has by modem metaphysh 
dans. The elaborate analysis of Relation fiimidhed 
by Mr. Locke, in his Essay, is the only important 
exception I know; and, unfortunately for Philoso- 
I^y and for Language, Mr. Locke's views of the 
subject have only served to exemplify and confirm 
the profoundly erroneous theory of that Cat^ory 
which had been handed down, uncontradicted, 
from Aristotle ; and which still reigns, without 
•a dissentient voice. The great reputation of each 
t>f these geniuses, and their unhappy unanimity 
upon this subject, operating together, have com. 
tribnted to lay all men asleep with regard to any 
suspicion of fallacy in the assumed Structure of 
Relation : and an error of the utmost consequence 
to Science, and especially fatal to Gram har» 
has triumphed through the supineness of philoso^' 
phers. 
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SECTION SECOND. 



ANALYSIS OF THE GENERIC STRUCTUIIE OF RELATIVES AND 
RELATION, AS FORlfiUNG THE PRIMARY LOGICAL STRUC- 

. TUBS OF THINGS IN THE UNIVERSE AND THE FOUNDATION 
OF LANGUAG£.-^COLLATERAL STATEMENT OF THE STRUC- 
TURE OF RELATION ASSUMED BY GRAMMARIANS AND 
LOGICIANS.— VAST INCOMPATIBILITY OF THESE TWO 
STRUCTURES. 



Preliminary Observations. 

The Analysis of the Category of Relatives and 
Relation which was offered in a work already al- 
luded to, and which, in point of extent, forms a 
very considerable part of that volume, was therein 
requisitely carried to a length of particularity that 
is neither necessary nor convenient in a Treatise of 
Language. On the present occasion, therefore, I 
shall confine my view of the Subject to such a limit* 
ed and concise statement, as I conceive will be not 
more than sufficient to enable a reader to appre- 
hend, with ease, the analysis of Language which 
is founded npon it : And, if curiosity, or a philoso- 
phical interest, should stimulate any one to consult 
a more minute investigation of its nature, including 
that of its various modes, I refer to the original 
work. 

In attempting to delineate any unusual views in 
Philosophy, it is known^ that we shall the moie 
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effectually impress the understandings of different 
readers, by different modes of exposition. In the 
re-statement of analysis, now proposed, I shall en- 
deavour to avail myself of this fact : and, with this 
intention, I have determined to exhibit the present 
delineation in a vehicle which I shall not emplojr 
in any other stage of the work« Every reader, of 
Mn Tooke's celebrated Treatise of Grammar, 
knows^ that he has therein proceeded by the 
method. of Dialogue. To this procedure I would, 
upon general ground, object. From various con- 
Qiderations, I deem it to be an improper method of 
conducting a voluminous Treatise of Language. 
At best, it must be diffuse and circumlocutory, 
and no better than a go-cart for infant Philoso- 
phers, or a jaunting.car for indolent ones. And it 
has, too often, been perverted, (as it has in a pecu- 
liar d^ree by Mr. Tooke) to become the vehicle 
of any thing, rather than of mere argument with re^ 
gard to the subject at issue. If properly made use 
of, however, Dialogue is a method well adapted to 
the infant, or neglected state of any subject : and,^ 
in particular, where description alone is wanted, and 
all that is required is to impress the imagination 
with a series of lively and familiar images, this 
mode, I conceive, may be employed with as much 
fairness as effect. Now this last is precisely the 
case with regard to the Category of Relation; 
The real nature of this Category has been misap* 
prehended to a most profound and surprising de. 
gree ; and this, with an undeviating uniformity of 
opinion^ which has presented no dissentient voice : 
The consequence of which is, tiiat all men of letters 
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are lulled into such a security of prgudice with 
r^ard to it, that it can be no easy matter to rouse 
them to a smpician of its fallacy ; which [^can only 
be effectually done by employing the most impres- 
siire means. And yet, I venture to believe that it 
demands nothing more than description, to bring all 
parties over to a fiill conviction, that the past doc- 
trine of the Subject has been as seriously erroneous, 
as I have here supposed it to be. 
. In a case, therefore, which I take to be so pecu- 
liarly fitted for the admission of Dialogue, I shall 
not hesitate to employ it. At the same time, I 
trost some of my readers will believe, that nothing 
b farther from my view than an attempt to rival the 
piquancy of Mr. Tooke's composition, or style of 
writing. 

In oflfering this explanation of my reasons for 
adopting the proceeding in question, I desire^ 
among other objects, to prepare my readers to ex- 
pect nothing but simplicity in the Foundation of 
Langus^ ; and, thereby, to prevent their distract- 
ing the attention by a continued research afler sub- 
tilties which do not exist in the Subject : For the 
Foundation of Language, and Language itself 
irhidi must strictly conform thereunto, are, in their 
generic nature^ eminently simple things: al- 
tfiough each of them involves a very large field of 
reasoning or discursive investigation. 

I proceed, without farther preface, to the intend- 
ed discussion. 
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A DIALOGUE 

CONCERNING RELATION. 

A- 

Your incredulity is natural. But it is the resoU 
of your having imbibed a general reverence for thf 
fabrications of Philosophers, without having had 
leisure to examine into the real merits of what they 
have built up. 

Z. 

1 - ■ ' 

How can I choose but be incredulouSi when yea 
admit that there is an unbroken uniformity of an* 
thority against your views ? As, however, I cannot 
help being deeply interested in any thing that pro* 
fesses to bear with moment upon the nature- of 
Language, 1 am disposed to listen to what you 
have to say with regard to it. 

A. 

T have already asserted, that the Problem. <^ 
Language is to be completely solved, by traciof 
the respective imports of the several PartS; of 
Speech to a strict conformity with the Necessary 
Principles of Relation between our Ideas. But the 
real Structure of Relation having been profoundly 
misapprehended by the Logician ; and the Grangi- 
xnarians having uniformly bottomed their views of 
Language upon that misconception ; one common 
failure has been the inevitable result, and ledl the 
existing theories of Language, without e^^ception. 
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eyince little better tha^ a total darkness ia thb 
department of knowledge^ 

Z. 

' What yun tell me is very wonderful. But it 
"would be still more so, if you expect that I should 
yield yon my credence, unless you shall demon- 
strate the matter with a rigor not inferior to that of 
the proof of any theorem in geometry. I can easily 
"cono^t^, indeed, that such a mistake, as you have 
supposed, might fully account for all past difficul- 
ty » and let in important light for the future ; but 
nothing short of the most incontrovertible proofs 
ihall convince me that such a vast fallacy has in 
reality been tolerated, through all time past As 
file subject, however, is of such logical import- 
ance, and the credit of Philosophy is so deeply 
arraigned, I promise you my attention ; and it shall 
iiot be my fault, if you fail in your undertaking. 

ff 

A. 

If I entertained the least doubt on the subject, 
I wonld not give either you or myself the trouble 
to enter upon the discussion. And, as my confi* 
dence in it has at least been the result of much 
btense application, I trust it is not altogether un- 
warrantable in me to feel as I do with regard to it. 
I undertake, then, to prove to you, in this discus- 
sion, that the Generic Structure of Relation (which, 
in other words, means the Generic Logical Struc-* 
ture of ThingM in the Universe) as forming The Pri* 
mofy O^ect qf the Logician and The Foundation of 
Language^ has been profoundly misapprehended^ 
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Z, 

I am all attention. B^in. 

A. 

There is one thing, of which I must make you 
aware, beforehand ; in order that your vanity may 
not be offended. If you consent to enter upon 
this investigation with me, you must agree to be 
put into a go-cart ; and you must not think, or 
complain, that the thing is childish, or that any 
afiront is offered to your dignity, as a lover of 
wisdom. For, if, in any case, Philosophers them** 
selves happen to be found stumbling, like children^ 
they must deign to be treated as such ; and I am 
obliged to believe that such is their case with 
regard to the subject in question* 

Z. 

O ! I understand you. You intend to proceed 
in the most simple and elementary way. I like 
this : It is the certain method to know, that the 
ground whereon we build is solid and unassailable. 
Be assured, I shall take no offence. The go^carTj^ 
hy all means I Let us set out ! 

A. . 

If you should happen to be contemplating Ant 
Couple of Objects, let them be Two House^j or 
Two Banks of a River^ with respect to the Dis* 
TANCE between them ; you would, if the question 
were asked, naturally say, that Either of the Two 
Houses, or Two Banks^ is Distant with respect 
to the Othen 
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. Ceetainlt. What then? 

A. 

- Why, then, I ask you, Fob what reason 
urould you say, that Eitlier of the Two Objects in 
question is distant from the other ? 

Z 

This is putting a man into a go-cart, with a 
wengeance. Is it with such a question as this, 
^hich any clown could solve, and any school-boy 
^ould disdain to answer, that you introduce your 
vaunted scheme, of proving that ail Logicians, 
through time past, have been laboring in an abyss 
of error with regard to the Category of Relation ? 
I thought the vehicle which I consented to enter 
was at least a go-cart for meriy and not for chiU 
dren: although I noted, you thought proper to 
name the mistakes of philosophers and the stum- 
bling of children together. 

A. 

. Nay. But be patient ; and answer my question, 
According to your promise. 

Z. 

Well then, if I have consented to indulge this 
humor, as the price of getting at your meaning, I 
answer, that Each of the Two Banks is said to be 
distant from the Other, owing to a Thing that is in- 
Urfosed between the Two. Which thing, (if I may 
venture to speak here beyond my Primer) when it 
Anal. vv 
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is spoken of absolutely (L e. without reference to 
any other thing with which it might be compared) 
is called Length, or Linear Extension ; but, 
when viewed relatively^ (i. e, with regard to any 
Twa Things which it divider and also hgicalfy con^ 
nects) is called Distance : from which Substan-' 
tive Word — Distance — the Adjective — Distamiv^ 
is derived. 

A. 

I understand, by this, that you consider the Two 
Banks, in the present case, to be Relatives^ or ra^ 
ther Correlatives^ to each other, by reason of the 
Distance that is interposed between them. 

Z. 

■ f 

: Unquestionably, I do. 

A. 

t 

• Putting this question, however, (as I must do) 
.in yet another shape; I say. You consider the 
Two Banks, in this case, as being Two Correla- 
tives, not merely in virtue of any Quality or Attri- 
bute of either of these Banks ; but principally in 
virtue of a Third Thing — namely— tha'T 
Thing that is interposed between the Two, 
and which, with respect to them, we now call 
Distance. 

Z. 

Most certainly.— -The truth of the matter is so 
simply self-evident, as to preclude every doubt, or 
fiesitation, in the case. But* it seems, vou choose 
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to banter ine» tt little, with this trifling ; as a trial of 
my patience, before you venture to present me with 
the more distasteful cup of your serious opinions. 

A. 

Then, according to your view of the Subject, the 
Two Banks are Two Correlatives in virtue of a 
Thing pobeion to both of them, and which thing 
is actually as external to each^ as an ArCj or Line^ 
that subtends an Angle, is external to and dis- 
■tinct from the Legs of that Angle. 

Z. 

I tell you, again, The matter is so obviously and 
so obtrusively self-evident^ that I cannot conceive 
the use . of your thus reiterating the question, in 
different shapes. You, surely, are not going to 
i>£NY the thing. But, if you are, 1 inform you 
that my patience is exhausted, and I must get out 
here ; since reason would be insulted by any far- 
ther proceeding. 

A. 

Not I^ indeed; I am not going to deny the 
matter at all : for 1 may say in this case, (as Bishop 
Berkeley said upon a very different occasion,) '* I 
**amofa Vulgar cast :^ And I suppose that my 
conception of a Relation of Distance is just like 
that of any schooUboy, or clown, in the kingdom. 
l¥hat is more : I do not think that any Gramma- 
rian, or Logician, that ever existed, would deny 
your conception of the matter when . the question 
is stated in any sach example as that which I have 
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HOW given: for the error, which I herehnpateto 
Philosophers, has not resulted after any cantrwertei 
investigation of the subject ; but appears to be tbfe 
fruit of mere oversight, unsuspected by any one. 
But J must now inform you, (and it will fully 
account for the seeming impertinence with which I 
have repeated the question,) that your conception 
of the nature of Relation, although it perfectly 
coincides with my own, is diametrically of^ 

POSITE TO THAT WHICH HAS BEEN ENTERTAIMEB 

OF IT BY All Grammarians, and All Logi- 
cians, /ro^n Aristotle, doum to Tooke, incbrnw. 

Z. 

Impossible! I will never believe this* Yoa 
have fallen into some miserable illusion, in ever 
imagining such a thing. 

A. 

§ 

Pardon me. But you will believe it ; and wiU 
be astonished at it ; and will be completely satisfied 
of the truth of all the consequences io LangtUMgCf 
which I have said has flown from it. 

■ ■ * ■ 

z. 

f 

You talk in a high strain, of what I shall be- 
lieve. In the interim, let me understand, at once» 
What is it you mean, when you say, that my judg- 
ment of the subject is completely in oppositicm to 
that of all Logicians ? 

A. 
There are occasions, on which it becomes an 
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imperative daty to talk with confidence of a sub- 
ject : As, for example, when you have a thoroogh 
conviction of truths, which can remove deep dis- 
credit from Philosophy, and must draw the atten- 
tion and trust of literary men especially to the Fhi" 
iosophy of the Mind ; which now labors under so 
melancholy a neglect, but which, besides its various 
though unacknowleged utility, contains problems, 
iMpdbkqf solutUmy that are pregnant with more good 
to human beings than all that has resulted from 
the Philosophy of Matter.^ 

Z. 

Ah ! I perceive, all mankind, alike, are tradera. 

' It iiaft been very fittingly objected to me, that, even suppo- 
sing the Spirituality of the External World — or of All Thing9 
' — upon which I lay so much stress, were as conclusively had in 
CTidence, as I assert it is ; still, it would be impossible to make 
the bulk of readers, (and far more the lower million) understand, 
or believe It; and, therefore, that it must be impossible, by this 
medium, to annihilate Atheism. 

To this, however, I reply, that such ultimate want of uni- 
versal belief could only result if Philosophers, and the higher 
classes of Philosophical readers, should fatally continue to 
be as supine with regard to the Subject as they now are. 
^or it is indisputable, that, if All Metaphysicians were 
sgreed upon this point, as All Astronomers now are that 
our Earth revolves about the Sun, there is no person of the 
least education but would be ashamed to disbelieve the Spiri- 
^lity of all Things, although not one man in ten thousand 
^*oiild take the trouble to learn the reason of the matter ; as is 
^^^ the case with respect to the astronomical fact just men- 
teoed, with regard to which no educated person is an infidel, 
wthough the fact in question presents a most violent contradic* 
tioD to the evidence of sense, and none but astronomers can 
explain why our senses are to be herein utterly discredited. 
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It 18 with the abstracted metaphysiciaiiy as it is witb 
dealers of every other sort : Each man cries iqp 
the stuff in which he happens to traffic. W« aH 
know, full welly that, in order to the fortifying of a 
town, there is nothing like leather. 

A. 

There is much truth in your remark. Yet, yoo 
ni^ me to reply, that it must be impossible to 
fortify a town with any thing, if those who db^ 
FEND it be nothing but leather. 
' But, a truce with repartee. And here, in answer 
to your demand to know what I mean, by the op- 
position to which I allude ; it consists, (in gross,) of 
this : That, according to your view of the matter, 
the Generic Structure of Relation or of Things in 
the Universe is made up of what may be called 
Logical Clusters^ containing Three Things Eacb 
— ^namely — Two Related Subjects and a Relation 
OR Link of Connection interposed between 
them : Whereas, according to the doctrine of All 
Logicians, the Generic Structure of Relation or of 
the Universe is made up of Logical Clusters con* 
taining Only Two Things each — namely<~Ojie 
Related Subject and Another Subject its Carrdate^ 
Each viewed with reference to the Other. 

You will instantly discern the infinite difference 
between these two Schemes. Because it is plain, 
if you and I are right in our conception, that the 
Universe around us is made up Nearly One Half 
of these Links or Third Things which connect 
related subjects together ; and these Links, which 
must be Objects of the very first Logical 
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Ma«nitvdb AND IMPORTANCE, most be repre^ 
aented in Language by a Principal Part op 
Speech exclusively appropriate to them: 
mrfaich Part of Speech can have no existence in Any 
Grammar that assumes Relation as consisting only 
of J\boo Related Subjects referred to each other, with* 
OUT ANT Link or Third Object between them. 
You cannot, indeed, from such a momentary 
▼lew as this, discern any thing like the various nature 
of the absurdity and confusion which this Scheme 
of Logicians has introduced, into the supposed Strw> 
ture of Language : but this I may observe, by the 
vray, that, if our view of Relation be tenable, it 
must be just as possible to erect a Science op 
Geometry, from assuming Every Triangle to con- 
tain Onfy Two Angles; as to erect a Science of 
Language, from assuming Relation to consist 
of Clusters of Two Related Subjects j void of any 
Third Thing which logically connects them. 

Z. 

What you now assert is perfectly manifest. The 
only thing, therefore, that is wanted, in order to 
vatiBfy me of what may be done, or at least of 
what has been left undone, on the subject, is to 
prove to me the fact, that Philosophers have actually 
entertained so vast an absurdity, for the Generic 
^cture of Relation, as that which you have here 
ttfipated to them. I know, indeed, that, if I look 
iata any Cyclopedia, for the article Relation, 
I shall find it defined by some modified assertion, 
ftat it consists in Two Things ; One referred to 
the. OtA^r: and, of course, this doctrine is taken 
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from Books on General Logic. But I can never 
suppose that Logicians, or Philosophers, have 
made no provision, in their General System, for 
those Middle Things which, I plainly discern, 
are necessary in order to make Related Subjects 
be what they are. 

In ihejirst place, however, relieve my doubt, as 
to How such a misconception, or omission, could 
at all have happened. Or, at least, show me, in- 
dubitably, that Other mistakes, of nearly equal 
magnitude, have ever taken place in Philosophy : 
Which might serve to remove the improbability, 
that the like actually exists in the present case. 

A. 

I will do both. The latter, with certainty : the 
former, with evidence, which, I think, carries some 
probability. And perhaps it may be better that I 
should point out How I conceive it may have hap- 
pened ; before I state to you the fact, that such 
mistakes certainly have happened. 

First, then, I observe, that the doctrine of Re- 
lation which has reigned hitherto in the woiidj 
appears to have owed its origin, and its continua^ 
tion also, to the Mathematicians ; who, I shall make 
appear to you, have been led into the profound 
mistake in question by not having their attention ert- 
gaged in such vulgar and obvious Relations, as that 
which I have supposed in the foregoing example ; but 
having usually to do with Relations of the most 
subtle nature, and which therefore escape due obser^ 
vation. And here I have to observe to you, that, 
although Relation is, in its Generic Nature, eminently 
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awnpk subject ; it is, tii same ofiUl^aes^ the most 

subtle and deceptive of any in Philosophy. In the 

mean time, I observe, it seems that the Logicians 

have founded all their views of Relation upon those 

of the Mathematicians. Now the Mathematicians 

will tell you, that their Science is the Science of 

Rblations : And you will start with incredulity 

when I venture to affirm to you, that this is a grand 

error. But I do affirm, that, although Relation it-' 

id/t between Two Quantities or Subjects, is often, 

a Secondary^ Subordinate^ or Auxiliary Object of the 

Mathematician; yet, his Primary or Principal 

Olgect is only the Reciprocal Relativeness 

ffOm Qmntity to That of Another. Thus, when 

the Geometrician is demonstrating, that One Figure 

ii Double to Another ; and, consequentiy, that the 

latter is as Half to the former; his Whole Object 

IB the Greater and the Lesser Figure^ and he 

never once thinks, he does not even in the least 

dq;ree KNOtr, or suspect, that there is, of neces- 

rity, a Logical Partition called Difference existing 

interposed between the Two Figures : Which Par* 

tition, being the Cause that makes the Two Fi« 

gures to be in this case Relatives; and which 

Partition, or Cause, never having received Any Name, 

hecause it has never at all been recognised in Philo^ 

¥fhy ; I call a Relation, in order to distinguish 

it from the Tzvo Related Subjects which it connects^ 

la giving it this Name, however, I desire you to 

observe, that I mean it only as the Abstract Name 

<tf the thing : Its proper Concrete Name is Rk^ 

Utkmo. Thus Any Difference, between Any 

Two Things, is a Species of Logical Action betweeu 

Anal. 1 
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tfiose TVo Tbinga ; and its real Concrete Name is 
Relating, jnst as the real Concrete Name of 
Batik is Batling. I shall prove to you, here- 
Irfter, that All Relations are Logical Actions be- 
tween Related Snfajects. 
' In like manner to the Geometer, When the Alge- 
braist has stated an Equation ; his Object is the 
Relativeness of the Quantity, or Quantitses, on 
One Side of the Equation, to that of the Quairiity, 
Ar Qusmtities, on the Other Side ; and he never 
<mce attoids to the link of Relation which c(m* 
nects ike Two Sides of the Equation in a Bond of 
Comparison, although, in Algebra, this link it 
actually signified to his setose by an express aadappreu 
priate Sign: He thinks, indeed, of what he colts 
ffte Equality of the One Side to the Oilier; but 
he never thinks, nor suspects, that there is a Loot-^ 
6AL Action op Equalling, existing between the 
Two Sides. 

Hence it happens, that the MathematicianBt 
bavtng rarely occasion to contemplate any Thing 
except the Relativeness of Things to One another, 
have confounded Relation if«e(f with this Rdative* 
kesSf and have always employed either of the Ttpo 
Terms, indiscriminately, as being perfectly synony* 
inous or convertible. 

' You will understand me, however, when I sa]f 
that the Mathematician never attends to the link 
of Relation between Two Quantities, I mean this : 
That he attends to it, in any case, (even in such a 
palpable case as that of the Link signified 4fy the 
Sign of equalling placed between the Two Sides of 
aa Equation) only in some.sudi 5ray as an Avchite^ 
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attends to the Scaffolding of a Stracture ^hich he 
is erecting ; which Scaffold he employs te «adble 
tdm to effect his purpose, but does not regard as 
imy itikgratpart of the building : on the contrary^ 
throws it away, when done with, as a tiling that 
never had been. Now, to this remark I. have to 
Add,/sr j^mr particular attention : That What ti^ 
(for the most part J only scaffolding iv Ma«> 
THUiATics, is ever an integral and mosv 

SSSSNTIAL PaBT OP THE BUILDING IN LaII*. 

Gi^AOE^ Hence the mighty difference in consEp 
QUBNCBS, to the diflferent Subjects, when we osilf 
Gonfoimd Relation with Relativeness in Mathe^ 
matia^ and wh^i we do so in the C^Oegory o/Itt^ 
lotion 00 forming the Foundation of Language. . 
Yott most be sensible, that I am obliged to cooh 
ppeoo this eocposition of the subject* But enough^ 
I trosf, has been said, to awaken you to a strong 
sospicioii of the means by which the mistake con-i 
ceming the real nature of Relation may have crept 
into all the views of Logicians : And I can affirm^ 
in particular, of the elaborate but erroneous analy^ 
sis furnished by Mr. Locke, that he has afforded 
iP?hat I consider to be express, though mere acci« 
dental evidence, of his having founded bis whole 
view upon what the Mathematicians call Relation ^ 
of which feet I shall provide you with proof, &rther 
on. 

I confess, you have opened upon me facts, 
which 1 was not prepared to expect, and which 
have much excited my curiosity. 
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I may add, here, then, in order to awaken your 
cariosity the more completely, that this is not tke 
tmiy absurdity that is tolerated in Mathematics 
ihemselveSf and that, too, upon the mere ground of 
conceniencCf or to save circumlocution. The Schism, 
for example, concerning the identicalness of equal 
guantitieSf is, and ever has been, an opprobrium of 
that justly boasted Science ; andj still, the absurd 
side of the question prevails^ and has prevailed against 
all the reason and the eloquence of a Barkow^' 
merely because it is an absurdity of some convenir 
ence to tolerate, and the toleration of it involveis no 
absurd consequences in the reasonings of the Mathe- 
mlBttidan. But, Can you therefore suppose, thM; 
Eternal Truth will suffer herself to be thus violated 
in One Science, without avenging herself, in its; 
consequences^ in Some Other department of know* 
ledge? Be assured, She will not^ or, rather, She 
HAS not; although the matter has not beendis- 
cemed in the extant System of Logic : And yea 
may live to see it acknowledged. 

z. 

I am, certainly, prepared for the possibility of 
the event But you have promised, also, to ■ shew 
me that other mistakes, of something like equal 
magnitude in their logical consequences, have ac- 
tually happened in Philosophy. Proceed, there- 
fore, to this matter. 

A. 
Well then, I ask» Do you think there is such 
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thing, either in the External Universe around us^ 
or in the Conceptions of the Human Mind, as a 
Crcneral Horsey a General Cart, or a General Iked 
of Com f Or» in other words, Is it possible to con- 
c^veany other Things whatever, besides IndivjC- 
BUAL8, of Every Kind and Sort ? 

Z. 

■ 

If I had not known, beforehand, that such a 
doctrine has existed, as that of General Ideas; or^ 
otherwise, of General Conceptions ; I should have 
looked upon your question with unqualified con- 
tempt, — a doctrine which, indeed, now that I 
recollect the matter, I am aware had long reigned 
triampbant with the Schoolmen; until Roscelli-* 
nns and Abelard, in the Eleventh century, first 
attacked it, — a doctrine, too, which, after sufiering 
repeated defeats, revived and flourished, in all its 
pristine vigor, insomuch, that it has been sup- 
posed to be the brightest feather in the cap of 
modem philosophy, to have put this Chimera dovrn 
in the last age : Nor are there yet wanting some 
few individuals, who, under a Scholastic bias, re* 
tam a belief in it, in defiance of all the artillery of 
reason. 

TauB. And since, from your own confession, 
any unbiassed man would scout the doctrine of 
General Conceptions ; and since our most enlight* 
«aed Philosophers, in modem times, have been 
pond to shew, that every plain man, of the vulgar 
stamp, thinks soundly or philosophically with r^ard 
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tD tie saliyect ; I ask. Dot you think it would luKilit 
be^i ^ JwiuMU etent for Philosophy^ if men tf 
learning bad refmed to listen to the aiq^menta af 
RmccHum^ vpon a plea erf' its bdng impttoxMBLB 
that the Schoolmen could be so far wran^f and Hie 
Vulgar so far right f Or, Do yon think it was less 
equivalent to a discovery^ ^in Roscellinus, thus to 
erect the Standard of revolt against the doctrine 
of the Schdolmen ; althoqgb this Standavd, . wfien 
^y appreciated^ is nothing but a judgment of tk/i 
Vuigarf . . ; 

Z. 

These questions, I must own, come with great 
fiHTce. Tliey have answered the purpose ywk utt 
tended for them, by fully rousing my attention 1% 
^icar wbat you have farther to advance upoBL Hmt 
subject ^ > 

A. 

First let me add, (as a matter of great im}HHi* 
ance,) to what has been said, that the error jcoiH 
ceming General Conceptions is vastly diffi»ent,,aii 
toihe means there are of Meeting it, from that cotH 
ceming the Category of Relation. The former sqbr 
ject involves very considerable subtilty ; insomuch, 
that, in some views of it, ^ defence of error may be, 
and hais been made, which it requires great iQge- 
nnity to ekpose, and which cannot be shewn h^ 
means of any DIRECT demonstration: Hence it ia 
that the Subject has been the ground of repeated^ 
and of the mpst ardent controversies : But the /o^ 
&r---'itanbiely-^the Nature of Relation, Jiai». 
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MSMT Aefii cxwlnwerle^ nf «tf; but hu m(jf Aerin 
marlooktd: and this natupe is so obvtously m^ 
lionnEABLE, especially in those Standabd Ex- 
AMPLBs which we most exclusively choose for Hi 
plustration in a treatise of Langiu^, that, I ccmfi^ 
dently anticipate, it never will become the subject of 
a war in Logic after these Standard Examples shall 
have bem once examined. It is, at the same 
time, more natural to expect that a mistake may 
have. crept in and hitherto survived through over^ 
mgktf than that it should have outlived the repeated 
storms of controversy. 

What you have said last has considerable 
weight ; and it seems materially to lessen the impros- 
faafaility that an ^ror has in reality crept into the 
doctrine of Relation, as you have asserted. Let 
as now^ if yon please, proceed to the proof % yom 
have lo oflfer of the/oc/ itsdf 

A. 

I have raid, you shall have proofs until you are 
satisfied. But, previously, it will be proper to for- 
niflh you with a fauther brief view of the Category 
of Relation ; in order that there may be no posM^ 
bility of yourauwerif^, hereafter, in yourjudgment» 
unless you choose to do so by incurring the tier 
aalty due to the grossest absurdity. Because this 
Category contains a vast variety o/* Species; and^ 
b many of these Species, as I have already hinted; 
the nature of Relation is so subtle, and even evar 
it, (jfdthaugk it is nevertheless rigorpusbji icmmr 
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$trabk)y that it demands a great exertion df aciH 
men, or circumspection, to detect, or evince^the 
link in question : Hence^ alone, it has happened* 
that it has escaped the observation of Mathemati-. 
cians themselves. 

Z. 

Do as you judge fit in that. And, indeed, I take 
along with me, that it is your present purpose to 
establish the reality of your own Scheme of Rela* 
tion, as well as to prove the fact that this Scheme 
has been overlooked, or never thought of. 

A. 

The first and most important observation^ tlien, 
which I have to offer upon the subject, is to point 
out to you, as a self-evident necessary truths that 
the Generic Principle of Relation must run 
through, or be contained in, All the Specks and 
Every Individual instance of Relation in the World: 
This, you know, is an admitted and incontroverti- 
ble maxim of Logic. Hence, as, in such an Obvious 
Relation as that of Distance between the Two 
Banks of a River there is, of necessity, a Muddle or 
Third Thing interposed between the Two Banks : 
So, in like manner, there must, of necessity, be an 
amdogous Middle or Third Thing interposed, in a ftgft- 
cal sense, between Any Greater and Any Lesser Fh' 
gure in Geometry, that are compared together ; even 
although it should be very difficult, or altogether 
beyoiid our ability, to demonstrate distinctly this 
Middle Thing. And the same reasoning must ap?- 
ply to Every instance of Relation, the most occol^ 
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Oft the most evanescedt whaterer. I have alt^eady 
daid, that, in caseci of Prcportional Retatidn, it » 
a Terjr nice matter to demonstrate, so as to gain 
an ideal sight of, the Relation or Partition ot Lo- 
gical Action between Two Related Scribjects : but, 
that it can be done, I consider as certam ; and, if 
curiosity stimulate you to examine the fact, I be- 
lieve you may be satisfied, in the larger analysis 
which I have offered of the subject. Supposing, 
however, that these subtle Partitions could not, in 
some cases^ be demonstrated ; it would be' never- 
theless certain that they must exist, since it has 
been shewn that such Partitions e:llcist in the Ob- 
vious Species of Relation. 

fVom the statement now made, therefore, it be- 
comes impossible for you, (or for any Mathematician 
who may happen to readthis Dialogue,) to go back, 
or (a waver for a moment, under any bias or prejo- 
dice derived from the reigning doctrine of Relation 
to be found m the writings even of Mathematicians 
themselves. 

Z. 

I fully subscribe to your position, that the Ge- 
neric Principle of Relation must run through 
AU the Species and Every Individual instance of Re^ 
lation, whatever : Nor can this be doubted, notwith- 
standing the obscurity, or evanescence, of any 
Species of Relation. I a^ree, moreover, that the 
Standard Example which you have given — ^namely 
—a Relation of Distance is undeniably 
conclusive of the Real Generic Nature of Relation. 
By these two positions I feel myself bound : And 
Anal 1^ 
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if you shall prove that Logicians have, in am 
CASE, clearly in effect^ denied that Relation is a 
Middle TrinQj connecting Two Related Sulgects ; 
I shall, then, fully esteem them as having virtually 
denied the matter in all cases. This being con- 
clusively settled between us; Proceed, now, to 
your proofs, or authorities rather, that All Logi- 
cians have done as you say. 

A. 

To the proofs, then. But, on the way, it is 
fit I should observe to you, that there are Many 
Whole Species of Standard Examples of 
Relation, besides those of Distance ; Any One of 
which would equally serve the purpose of proving 
to you what is the Real Nature of the Subject. I 
shall here merely mention One of these Species ; in 
order to shew you how broad is the Obvious basis 
upon which we are to build. Evert Action, 
either of what is called Physical Contact or of 
Collision between Any Two Bodies, is One of 
those Logical Partitions which I call a Relation 
between them : and Each of the Two Bodies is, in 
such case, a Relative Subject by reason of this Pbt^ 
tition or Link which is interposed between the two. 
And now for the authorities. 
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A DIALOGUE 

CONCERNING RELATION. 

PART SECOND. 

I 

A. 

To b^in at the fountain head of accredited 
logical authority, the definition of Relation given 
by Aristotle ; and which I shall quote here in 
the words of Mr. Harris, who may be accounted 
one of the echos of the Ancients in matters of 
Philosophy ; runs thus : ^^ Such things as these 
'' are said to be Relatives — ^namely — as many as 
** are said to be what thet are, by being 
'^ thinos belonoino to some other thing, or 
^ which, in any other sense, have reference to 
^* something else.'' 

Z. 

Why, there now : I see your mistake already. 
That which you have just quoted is not a defini- 
tion of Relation, as you suppose : It is only a 
definition of a Relative^ u e. of One of Two Related 
Subjects, as viewed with reference to the Other ; 
and it appears to be a very unexceptionable defi« 
nition of the thing, according to your own shewing. 

A. 

True. But you will find, that Aristotle mea^t 
this as a definition of what he and all other Logi« 
dans ciall RsLation ; although he has here called 
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it a Relative. In other words, All f^^cians^ 
without exception, have uniformly held the tenn» 
Relative and Relation to be perfectly synonymous 
OR CON VEBTiBLE. And» as a proof of this in the 
case of Aristotle, I now furnish you with another 
definition of Relation, quoted from him by no less 
an authority than Dr. Barrow, — a Mind of the 
first order, — who, in his Capacity of a Mathematir 
dim (in which character he bene speaks) must have 
been critically attentive to what be conceived to hk 
the real nature of this Category. ** The esaenct 
" of Relations" (says he) ** consists . in tbisy that 
** they have themselves in a certain manner, m am 
*^ in some sort, affected to something else." Mbw^ 
in this definition, you see, Barrow employs Hbt^ 
word ** REiiATioii," wheie Harris uses the word 
Relatite .; and there can be no doubt o(4be fiict 
which I assert As ^ farther proof of tbis^ however, 
I observe, that Barrow has expressed himself ttiH 
more fully upon the subject, in the following words: 
** Relation is said of thiAgs which are referred to 
<< one another, as tibe Son to the Father, a Friend 
'^ to a Friend : for these both relate to and aiie 
^* related to one another, and therefore are tawed 
" Relations:' 
Again, Barrow says, " Logicians have faithetto 
taught that Relations are inherent to absolute 
things." Now the fact is, that the Quality or 
Qualities^ which make a Relative of any Absolute 
Subjectt are, certainly, for the time being at least, 
inherent in, or belong to, that Absolute Subject : 
But it has been demonstrated, in the case of a 
Relation op Distance, that the Relation o» 






IdMm'W CONNECTXOM betwe^ the Two fl^lttted 
£bbj00bi is not any Quality in eithbil <if 
TfiOdE SUBJECTS. For the fidelity of my quotatiooti, 
bowe?er, see Barrow's Mathmaticat Lectures, Lect^ 
l&tk and 27th. 

I confess, all this appears to me to amount to 
proof, unanswerable. But, What say the contem" 
p&mrks of Barrow, and the contemporaries of Har- 
m, to this doctrine ? 

A. 

According to Locke, (who has furnished by 

fyt the most extensive elementary analysis of the 

inibject of any modem writer, so far as I know,) 

^* RiUUATiON is a way of comparing two things tOr 

^^gotfaer*'* In illustrating which definition, be 

•ays, '^ the immediate signification of reiathe words 

^* m very often other supposed relations.'' In another 

place, he says, ^'Patron and Client are easily 

'lallowed to be Relations; but a constable, and a 

^ dictator, are not so readily, at first hearing, con^ 

'^ sidered as such." Again, he says, ** These tod 

** the like Relations are expressed by Relative terms, 

^^ that have others answering to them, as Father 

^' and Son, Bigger and Lesser," &c. 

in a word ; Barrow and Locke, both, propagate' 
the very same doctrine of the subject, in the very 
same words : and both these coincide with Arisk 
totle» as rendered by Harris. 

And Jhere I shall cite the evidence from Locke, 
to wfaidb I formerly alluded, apd which, I think. 






78 ANALYSIS OF THE CATEGORY [chap. 1. 

curiously proves that he built his whole view of 
the subject upon that of the Mathematicians. In 
the 28th Chapter^ of his Second Book, he has express- 
ed himself as follows : *^ This is so manifest in that 
"sort" (of Relation) "called proportional: foft 
*^ when a man says, * Honey is sweeter than wax^ it 
is plain that his thoughts in this relation termi- 
nate in this siotple idea, stueetness, which is equally 
" true of all the rest.'' 

Now, I observe, by the way, it is manifest, that, 
in the instance which Mr. Locke has thus taken 
for HIS Standard Example, (although it has 
deceived him, in common with all other Logicians) 
the idea of the Relation does not terminate in any 
idea of "sweetness" at all ; but it terminates in 
a vastly different thing — ^namely — a differencb 

BETWEEN Two SEVERAL SwEETNESSES ; Ovdug 

to WHICH Difference it is that " Honey U 
SWEETER," and Wax is less Sweet.; — the Word 
" Sweeter" being only the Relative Name of One 
OF the Subjects compared. 

But the purpose for which I brought the quota* 
tion, is only to shew the curious evidence, tba(^ 
although Mr. Locke has here applied the word, 
" Proportional," to a Relation of Taste, yet» his 
use of the word, in this case, is a critical indication 
that he had the reciprocal Relativeness of Maths- 
MATicAL Quantities in his mind at the time: be- 
cause men do not usually attempt to ascertain the 
Proportion of One Sweetness to that of An- 
other, and especially not that ot Honey to Wax ; 
and, therefore, the word Proportional cannot with 
logical propriety be applied to such a Relation of 
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Taste : although One Sweetness is often spok^i 
of as being Greater ^ or Lesser , than Another. 

I trust, therefore, you will admit, that I have 
traced Mr. Locke's analysis to its real origin, or 
starting post. 

It looks something like it. 

A. 

Perhaps I ought here to observe, as forming a 
part of the error already pointed out, that, while 
the Mathematicians suppose Relation to be nothing 
but Rdativenessj they entertain this fallacy by sup- 
posing that the Excess^ or Defect^ of any Quantity, 
BESIDES IN that Quantity. This fallacy, as I have 
already hinted, suits perfectly well for the purpose 
of the Mathematician ; because all that he usually 
clesires, is to determine the Amount of either the 
lExcess or Defect of Any Quantity ; and his views 
do. not demand any strict logical investigation, on 
liis part, to ascertain whether or not this Excess, 
or Defect, is a thing actually intrinsic in the 
Quantity to which it is referred. But there is a 
distinction to be made, between a mere Demonstrate 
ing Mathematician and a Mathematical Logician : 
And I must insist, here, that, for the great purpose 
of Universal Logic, and especially for that of solv- 
ing the problem of Language^ it is a vast fallacy 
and one indeed that is subversive of the whole 
foundation of general reasoning, to assume that an 
Action of equalling, an Action of exceeding, 
m an Action of falling short (for these are l\\e 
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Real Concrete Namei in NaMre^ of what in' the 
Abstract are called Equality, Exceiss, and Ji%- 
FECTy) is a thing that resides in any QuANrTiTY, 
or Subject whatever. 

At the same time, I would strongly recommend^ 
to any person who is merely inquiring into the 
nature of Language^ not to waste a thought upon 
^* those Relations called Proportional^' BecaiiAe it 
is evident, from what has been said, that they in- 
Yolve much subtilty: iand because the inquirer 
into tbe nature of Lsmgus^ has nothing at all io do 
zvith any Relations^ except those Obvious Species 
which must always be chosen for Standard Exam^ 
pies of the subject 

In fine, I apprehend, that ProportUnial Relationt 
have proved the hidden rock, upon which the 
Mathematical or Aristotelian Logic hath stnick : 
And they have riven such a bole (though unobserv* 
ed) in its bottom, that it never has floated, land 
never can float, in correspondence with the Natnn 
of Tbmgs. Had the Philosophy of Relation beetti 
originally laid down by Soldiers, by SaihrSj or by 
Post-boys ; they would have begun with such ObH- 
ous Relations as those of Distance betvreetiTwo 
Towns, or Two Sea-Ports ; and thus they would 
have presented the world with a Theory trae to 
nature. But, it happening that the Philosophy ct 
Relation was laid down by Geomebicians ^ these 
men, in the profundity of their speculations, began 
the Subject of Relation at the wrong end, by taking 
for their standard examples those occult species 
called Proportional. 

And thus I have endeavoured to account to you. 
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for the MANNER «ow the fallacy in question has 
crept in. 

Z. 

The account you have given of the matter has, 
doubtless, some verisimilitude. One thing, at least, is 
certain — ^namely — ^that all the authorities you have 
yet quoted are in one story on the subject : And, 
€H>ntrary to their view of it, I have the most per- 
fect conviction of the existence and necessity 
of a Third Things interposed between Every Two 
Selated Subjects ; which Third Thing is a Logical 
link of Connection between the Two, and is the 
XoGiCAL Cause of their being Two Relatives. Pro- 
oeed, therefore, with such other evidence as you 
c3eem requisite to offer upon the subject. 

A. 

There Js one other authority, which I shall add, 
laere, merely on account of the general estimation 
^^Tvhicfa he has gained, and justly gained, for meta- 
physical acumen and originality ; although several 
of his most important philosophical conclusions 
sue remarkable for their unsoundness : I mean no 
otber than the Sceptical Philosopher — Mr. Hume. 
According to this writer, as expressed in his 
•' 'Dreatisc oj Human Nature'—'' The word Re- 
^lation stands for that Quality by which two 
*' ideas are connected together in the imagination." 
I have curtailed the passage : but these words 
indubitably contain the substance of his creed on 
the subject. 

AmU. ^ 



I 
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f 
t ■ 

Z. ■•■■•; 

Give me leave to interrupt you, for a moment. 
I have all along entertained some embering doubt, 
which your citation of Hume has kindled into 
avowal. Let me understand you, distinctly^ theQ« 
Is it your meaning to deny that a lUlative or R^ 
Idted Su^ect is a Related Subject by reason of Scnne 
Quality or Attribute belongings (for the time being at 
leastj) in some way or other, to that Subject itself? 

' A. 

No, certainly. I never thought of denying this : 
I only assert, that Any Such Quality of a Thing 
constitutes that Thing a Relative Subject, and 
. NOT A Relation. Thus, in the Standard Exam- 
ple of a Relation of Distance between 7W 
Houses; If we suppose this Distance to measure a 
Mile; Each of the Houses is then a Mile distant 
from the Other, only because Each House happens 
to occujn/ that Particular Spot of the Earth's Surfikk 
that is a Mile apart from the Spot occupied by tii^ 
Other. And if either of the Two Houses w^e 
put upon wheels, and were moved to Any Other 
Spot ; this Home would thus lose the Quality of 
occupying its frst Site, and would acquire the 
Quality of occupying Another Site : owing to 
which, there would no longer be a Relation of a 
Mile of Distance between the Two Houses, but 
there would be a new Relation of Distance^ of Some 
Other extent. 

By a variation of this process, it is plain, We 
might move One of the Two Houses into a situa- 
tion to touch the Other : And thus we should 
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amnikilak! every Retation of Distance between the 
Two ; and give existence to a Relation op Gon- 
tACT or Contiguity between them. 

From the nature of the example now given, you 
must clearly discern^ that» although Relativeness 
cai^JlUy depends upon Some Quality possessed by 
the Related Subject^ yet this cannot do away with 
the Necessity^ nor in the least lessen the Importance^ 
of the Link of Action which connects Every 
Two Related Subjects together and is the Prin* 
£IPAL Cause that makes them be what they are. 

Z 

I am perfectly satisfied with regard to the doubt 
I had entertained. But all that you have yet cite4 
as the authority of Logicians and Mathematicians^ 
<:onsidered especially as such : and it does not fol- 
low, from this, that the Grammarians have bot- 
tomed their views, as you say they have, -upon this 
JEetllacious Logic. I desire, therefore, to know 
^what has been the actual fact with regard to the 
latter. Proceed, then, I pray you, to the Graa|- 

MARIANS. 

c • 

A. 

' To the Grammarians, then. According to Mr. 
Harris (whose theory of Language stood so high 
with the learned, until it was overthrown by the 
more fortunate genius of Tooke, that 1 could not 
name an equal authority,) Relation is no other 
than that which it has been defined to be by Aris- 
totle, as already described. For Mr. Harris has 
ientitled the Tenth Chapter of his ** Philosophical 
Arrangements" thus: "Concerning Relativ^^.'* 
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And, in a foot note, he h^s deemed it proper to 
justify this Title, in the following terms. '' The title 
'* of this Arrangement is expressed by a plural^ and 
^^nota singular^ like Quantity and Quality, because 
** All Relation is necessarily between Two." 

In quoting this passage, I have, in the first place, 
to point out to you a most important ambiguity 
OF Language, which it involves; and against 
which, it is of the utmost consequence that every 
inquirer should be put upon his guard, when he is 
reading any Treatise, by Logicians, on the Subject 
of Relation. Mr. Harris (you see) asserts, that 
" Ai,L Relation is necessarily betweenTwoJ' And 
So say All the Logicians : And So say I, also. 
But I desire you to observe, how infimtelj/ different^ 
and opposite^ is their meaning^ from that which I 
attribute to this phrase ; and, th<en, yon will not 
much wonder, though many readers should have al* 
together misconceived the meaning which Logicians 
have intended it to convey, when they have, at any 
time, affirmed that Relation is between Two nings. 

When I demonstrated that Every Relation 
must be between Two Things; I shewed yon, 
that this means in the same sense as a Fetter U a 
Link between Two Prisoners. But, When Mr. 
Harris and the Logicians affirm that Every Relar 
tipn must be between Two Things ; they mean 
this oply in the same sense ^as we in ordinary aay 
that Tpfo Boots f Two Spurs, or Tzvo Coach HorseSf 
make 4 Pair between them ; and they ground 
this phrasjB upon the mere fact that No Sulgect can 
he a Relative^ except only while Some Other JSu^jccf 
Co-EXiSTs wifH IT, as its Correlative. 
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Z 

The ambiguity you have now pointed out is 
certainly calculated , in a very rare d^ree, to de- 
ceive : and, very probably, many readers have been 
betrayed, by it, into an acquiescence with the doc- 
trine of Logicians with regard to Relation ; when, 
if they had understood the import which was meant 
to be conveyed, they would have dissented, and 
not have left it for you to be the first to raise the 
(Standard of revolt. 

A. 

J go on to observe, with regard to the authority 
pf Mr. Harris, that in his Work appropriated to 
Qrammar — namely — ^his Hermes (chap. 9.) he 
expresses himself still more explicitly, in coinci- 
flence with Aristotle and the rest, by saying, that 
like Attribute of Quantity passes insensibly into that 
of Jleiatifnu*' By which assertion he, plainly, 
means, that Relation is nothing but that superin- 
dttced acquired character which belongs to Any 
Quantity or Subject in virtufs of its being comparable, 
or compared, with Some Other Co-ejnstent Quantity 
0r Subject : Which definition answers, precisely, to 
that given of Relation by Mr. Hume and by all 
other authorities. 

Z. 

The matter is perfectly plain : The Gramma- 
rian Harris is the same as the Logician Harris : 
and, as far as this goes, your position has been 
made good. 
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A. 

I may now, then, open to you^ at once, a dfsar 
although momentary view of the vast operation^ 
or effect, of this bottomless Scheme of Relationi 
upon the General Doctrine of the Structure of 
Language. 

It is because Mr. Harris (like all other Gramma- 
rians) discerned No Middle Object between Two 
Related Subjects, that he (like them) has suppose^ 
a Verb (Every Verb) to be a Sign of Some Qua- 
lity or Attribute of One Only, of Any Two Related 
Subjects between which Any Relation (i. e. Any 
Logical Action,) subsists. In other words, he has 
kipposed Every Verb to be the Sign of Some 
Attribute of its Nominative only; instead of 
having discerned that Every Verb is the Sign of a 
Bridge or Link of Relation between a Nomi- 
native and an Accusative Noun, which makes 
it be NOT the Sign of an Attribute of Any Sino'Le 
Subject whatever, but to be the Sign of a Distinct 
Third Object — nameh) an Action — interposed 
between Two Co- Agents. 

^ Here, then, is the beginning of that '* great 
H darkness^ in which the Structure of Language 
hath at all times been involved ; and this darkness, 
you plainly perceive, is in consequence of Logi- 
cians having uniformly asserted that Relation is 
Nothing but One Related Subject referred to Another, 
I say this is the beginning of the obscurity. The 
extevtoiii can only be judged from going through 
(he suqcessive stages of the analysis which I pror 
pose to offer to you. In the mean time, Have, yon 
enough of Mr. Harris ? 
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Z. 

Yes ; Enough of Him : But not enough of Atf -^ 
THOKiTY. Yon appear to think yonmelf out of the 
wood; but I am not yet satisfied. IgraAt,that 
the anthorities you have cited are of the first rate : 
Yet, one alone of them (Mr. Hslrris) expresses him* 
fnAfprofessly as a Grammarian : and Mr. Harris, 
in this character, was manifestly hoodwinked by 
his over deference to the notions of the Ancients ; 
which may well account for his having sailed «with 
tte general tide of opinion on the subject. But 
the Theory of Mr. Harris has passed away ; and a 
NEW EPOCH in the History of Language has been 
justly hailed by the world, — an epoch which has 
ushered in a splendid and, indeed, a noon- day 
light upon this department of Philosophy: up- 
on the first blush of which, the shadows of Mr. 
Harris's imagination, or, rather, those of All pre- 
€e£ng Grammarians^ were dispelled, like sick' 
fuicies of the night ; and mankind became pos- 
sessed of the True Theory of Speech. Now, 
then, I deisire you to observe, from what you have 
advanced concerning the true nature of Relation; 
I may confidently infer, that such a change in 
the Doctrine of Language could not have been 
cflfected, as that which has been happily produced, 
wiless its author had departed from that doctrine 
of Relation which has certainly been entertained 
V All his predecessors. And besides this, when 
I consider the general reputation of that author for 
great logical acumen, and his unsparing severity 
with regard to the faults of Philosophers in general, 
I can never suppose that he could have been led 
i^to this error of the " METAPHYSiciAiaa :'' TVk^ 
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A, 
■ I may now, then, open to you^ at once, a disar 

r 

although momentary view of the vast operation ^^ 
or effect, of this bottomless Scheme of Relation^ 
upon the General Doctrine of the Structure of 
Language. 

It is because Mr. Harris (like all other Gramma- 
rians) discerned No Middle Object between Two 
Related Subjects, that he (like them) has supposed 
a Verb (Every Verb) to be a Sign of Some Qua- 
lity or Attribute of One Only, of Any Two Related 
Subjects between which Any Relation (i. e. Any 
Logical Action,) subsists. In other words, he has 
iSiupposed Every Verb to be the Sign of Some 
Attribute of its Nominative only; instead of 
having discerned that Every Verb is the Sign of a 
Bridge or Link of Relation between a Nomi- 
native and an Accusative Noun, which makes 

• 

■ 

it be not the Sign of an Attribute of Any Sino'LE 
Subject whatever, but to be the Sign of a Distinct 
Third Object — namely an Action — ^interposed 
between Two Co- Agents. 

' Here, then, is the beginning of that ** great 
^* darkness^'' in which the Structure of Language 
hath at all times been involved ; and this darkness, 
you plainly perceive, is in consequence of Lc^- 
cians having uniformly asserted that Relation is 
Nothing but One Related Subject referred to Another. 
I say this is the beginning of the obscurity. The 
extent of it can only be judged from going through 
the successive stages of the analysis which I pror 
pose to off^r to you. In the mean time, Have, you 
enough of Mr. Harris ? 
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Z. 
Yes ; Eaongh of Him : But not enough of a0- 
THOKiTT. Yon appear to think yourself on/ of the 
wood; bnt I am not yet satisfied. Igrai^t, that 
the aothorities you have cited are of the first rate : 
Yef^ one alone of them (Mr. H^irris) expresses him* 
Be\fprofessly as a Grammarian : and Mr. Harris, 
in this character, was manifestly hoodwinked by 
his over deference to the notions of the Ancients ; 
which may well account for his having sailed *with 
the general tide of opinion on the subject. But 
the Theory of Mr. Harris has passed away ; and a 
NEW EPOCH in the History of Language has been 
justly hailed by the world, — an epoch which has 
ushered in a splendid and, indeed, a noon-day 
light upon this department of Philosophy: up- 
on the first blush of which, the shadows of Mr. 
Harris's imagination, or, rather, those of All pre^ 
ceding Grammarians^ were dispelled, like sick' 
fuicies of the night ; and mankind became pos- 
sessed of the True Theory of Speech. Now, 
then, I desire you to observe, from what you have 
advanced concerning the true nature of Relation; 
I may confidently infer, that such a change in 
the Doctrine of Language could not have been 
cflfected, as that which has been happily produced, 
unless its author had departed from that doctrine 
of Relation which has certainly been entertained 
hj All his predecessors. And besides this, when 
I consider the general reputation of that author for 
great logical acumen, and his unsparing severity 
with r^ard to the faults of Philosophers in general, 
I can never suppose that he could have been led 
into this error of the " METAPHYsici\^a :"' T\i^ 
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LYNX-EYED Philolooeb OP PuRLEY (for yoo are 
certain it is to Him I allude) was not to be cai^ght 
in such a trap. Mr. Tooke» then ; I demand of 
you, peremptorily, to cite Mr. Tooke upon tiie 
subject: And, if you can parry this thrust, I shall 
own myself content. 

A. 

Well, then, Mr. Tooke ; since you will have 
it so. 

In the Second Volume of the Diversions of 
PuRLEY, (page 499,) he has expressed himself iii 
the following terms. 

'^ Relative has indeed, within my memory, by a' 
*' ridiculous affectation of false and unfounded ac^ 
curacy, crept forward into improper use, to the 
exclusion of Relation. Certain precise gentlemen 
will no longer permit us to call' our kindred our 
" Relations : No, but our Relatives. Why ? What 
** is the meaning of the termination On, and the 
^* meianing of the termination 7t;e, which qualifies 
'' the one, and disqualifies the other ? They have . 
*^ both appropriate meanings ; without the know* 
'* ledge of which, how can these gentlemen deter- 
" mine their proper use ? If they say they have 
not appropriate meanings : by what rule do they 
prefer the one to the other? They who do Aot 
take what they find in use, but propose a change^ 
^* are bound to give a reason for it. But, I believej 
** they will be as little able to justify their innovation, 
^* as Sur Thomas More would have been to explain' 
" the foundation of his ridiculous distinction be- 
'* tween Nay and No, and between Yea and 
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<^ Tm. But these petty fypfetieg wHl (raton tfway 
^ of IbeiMelvesy and when the ithi» is ote^ we 
'' riiiA aU find our Relations BS^ttf as sarfe a»d 

Sadi ia the View of fife Category of RelatioAr, 
entertained by Mr. TaoKB ! — What do yoto think, 
noWyOf AUTHOBfTY ; aiid^ OBpeeially, of (he autii^^- 

rity of GRAlfHARIARS ? 

Z. 

Eroytoh; Enough! All authority; — All 
CITATION — beyond this — would be worse Hian 
useless. I am quite satisfied. I will never, again, 
pin my opinion upon Names, or entertain any 
confidence in the fabrications of Philosophers, that 
aure at all called in question, until I shall have ex- 
amined the subject for myself and drawn my own 
coBclnsioas, 

A. 

That is the true and the only way to beconie 
yourself a Philosopher. But it is a way that has 
Ijeen most wofuUy neglected in time past ; as you 
now clearly discern. The fact is, that, throughout 
the dtfierent Divisions of the Superstructure of 
Science, we generally find the marks of admirable 
ntiocination,. labor, and circumspection : but when 
we examine the Foundations (which have some- 
times been very properly called the First Philo- 
sophy) we may discern the most serious and most 
wonderful proofs of negligence and fallacious as- 
wtnption. As a grand example of this, you have 
Qow before you the full and complete evidence of 
AnaL M. 
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the existence of that Oversioht^ (for an Otot* 
sighti and not a defended error, it is) with re* 
gard to the Generic Nature of Relation which I 
ventured to impeach in the outset of this discossioiu 
And, as another example of it, connected witbi 
that just mentioned, I ask you, What do you thinks 
NOW, of Mr. Tooke's boasted assertion, '^ that the 
" most judicious Grammarians, disgusted with ab- 
" surdity and contradiction, have prudently con- 
*^ tented themselves with remarking the difference 
'* of Words, and have left the Causes of Langaage 

^^ to shift for themselves ?" 

f 

z. 

I think, on the contrary, that the Causes of 
Language, (i. e. the Relativeness of and the 
Relations between Things) having been pro- 
foundly misapprehended by the Logicians^ have 
left the Grammarians to shift for themselves. 
And a most disastrous shift; I fear, they have made 
of it 

A. 

Here then, in passing, I observe to you, that the 
Relativeness of and the Relations between 
Things are the Cause^ Foundation^ or Object^ not 
only of Language, but also of All Philosophy, 
including Universal Logic I express this re- 
mark to you, only that you may judge, from it, 
what extensive effects must be produced in the 
Whole Circle of the Sciences, by the great 
Oversight with regard to the Category of Relation 
which I have thus labored to expose. 
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I might enlai^ here, upon other baneful effects 
which have been produced by the fallacy in ques- 
tion. But it would be beside the Subject before 
us : And we will now, if you please, descend from 
this Vehicle ; and get into the ordinary foot-pace 
of analysis. 
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CHAPTER 11. 



Of Verbs. 



Preliminary Observations, 

In an Elementary Treatise of Language, it would 
appear proper, in point of logical order, to inves- 
tigate the nature of Nouns, previously to examin- 
ing that of Verbs. But there are several reasons 
which lAake against this disposition and demand a 
contrary arrangement. 

In the first place, I may observe, that the obsco^ 
rity vi^hich hangs over the grammatical nature of 
Nouns, (under which Half of Grammar I compre- 
hend not only all Pronouns^ but also all Adjectives^ 
Articles^ and Simple Definitives whatever) is not of 
that kind which can deeply affect our General 
Views of the Structure of Language : For none of 
the more important arcana of Speech lie concealed 
under this Part of Grammar. 

Secondly. I deem it to be of very material con- 
sequence, not to interrupt the connection of order, 
that ought to subsist between the Chapter, or Sub- 
ject, which has gone before and that upon which I 
am now to enter ; since the matter determined in 
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tl^ former is the immediaie and necessary Founda^ 
tion of that contained in the latter. 

Thirdly. I believe it will be found of considera* 
ble advantage to postpone the treatment of Nouns, 
to that of Verbs and So-called Prepositions ; es- 
pecially, (among other reasons) as what are called 
the Cases of Nouns involve a consideration of the 
rea/ nature of the Words called Prepositions. 

For these and other reasons, I have given to the 
analysis of Verbs the precedence, in point of ar- 
rst9g@ment. 

\vL asserting that Nouns are, in point of logical 
consideration, a prior grammatical subject to that 
of Verbs, I do not overlook that I am opposed by 
very high etymological authorities. But the ground 
npon which I venture to dissent from these is of 
iHicb a nature, as, I think, does not admit of being 
dther shaken or approached by any etymological 
«fgnmant ; and I shall explain the nature of this 
ground, in its proper place* 

The principal authority which I have in view, 
in stating the last obseryation, is that of the late 
Jh% Murray, to whose grammatical labors I have, 
ulready alluded in this work, and whose specula? 
Hens will claim my repeated notice in it as I pro- 
ceed. 

With r^:ard to the point now in question, how* 
eydr, I shall offer no present observation ; but shall 
merely risk the following general remarks on the 
vi^ws of Pr# Murray, as being introductory of the 
criticisniB which I may subsequently be induced 
to basard upon his writingSt 
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' Unlike Mr. Tooke in his professions with le- 
spect to methody this writer has taken professly and 
exclusively the matter of fact course, in his . re- 
searches into the nature of Language ; and has 
valued himself upon adhering with the utmost 
rigor to this procedure. And, although it should 
be thought that the ultimate ramifications of his 
research have terminated in conclusions which are 
not more bold than unfounded, I suppose there 
can be no doubt that he has, within certain limits, 
eminently fulfilled the task of the Inductive Ett- 
MOLooisT. The treatise which I now ofier to the 
reader was in substance nearly ready for the 
Press, and I had actually given instructions/ to 
have it announced as such, when < the postiin- 
mous publication of Dr. Murray's book, which had 
just appeared, was put into my hands. My own 
views of the subject having been founded upon 
that Scheme of the Category of Relatives and Re- 
lation which has been delineated in the foregoing 
Chapter ; and which Scheme, I knew, had never 
been proposed by any Logician, or Grammarian ; I 
felt assured that Dr. Murray could not have antir 
cipated my general conclusions. At the same.time, 
I could not fail to be deeply curious and interested 
in comparing the Speculations of so profound a 
practicalLinguist, with the conclusions to which I 
had been led by my own course of inquiry : Nor 
could I feel satisfied to let the latter pass out of 
tny hands, without availing myself of the very op- 
portune appearance of Dr. Murray's Work, to rf- 
ford to my own views any advantage which could 
be derived from his researches. I therefore de- 
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termined to defer, for a little timei the printing of 
my book. 

. Since then, a succession of interruptions from a 
state of health which admitted of no intellectual 
exertion has protracted the matter some time 
beyond my expectation; and has, at the same 
time, prevented my giving that minute attention to 
all the parts of Dr. Murray's Two Volumes, that 
perhaps they may justly claim: Which last cir- 
cumstance I deem it due to his memory to men- 
tion ; while at the same time, I venture to hope, ^ 
that I have been able to apprehend the general 
^irit of his contributions, for every requisite pur- 
pose which I had in view. 

If I am not rash in hazarding this belief, it ap- 
pears' to me that he never deviates from his induc- 
tive course, to enter into any consideration of 
what Language ought to have been, or is capable of 
being made; Far less does he seem to consider the 
Essential Structure of Language as a Fabric con- 
stitated of Necessary Principles ; but, on the con- 
trary, he views this Structure as being a thing whose 
Elements are merely instituted or conventional^ and 
their Mechanism or the manner of putting their 
Principles together various or mutable. As a single 
example of the truth of this observation, I observe, 
(in his First Volume^ page 50,) he expresses himself 
as follows. 

" While the Noun underwent these important 
** changes, the Verb, the fountain of language, ac- 
" quired new and interesting properties." 

It is plain that, according to this view of the 
subject, the Noun and the Verb must, in their in- 
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fltitutioii, lesemfaie the Came and tlie Hut o£ tbd 
savage; iivhich have been gradaally alteifed and 
improved into the Ship and the Citadel of enNghteaed 
nations* And I concede to Dr. Murray, that sildl^ 
in point of fact, has been ivhat may Mrell be caHbd 
ibe GROir TH of the Speaking Art in past ages / and 
such is Lamguagey as it now stands instituted, acem^ 
mg to the conceptions or apprehension qfthos€' In^. 
speak it. Bat I deny that this Natural Histovjr of 
Speech exhibits any thing like the Real Frmapks 
and Structure of Language : and I equalty deny 
that anjf such Phraseology is applicable to its real 
Structure, as that of the Noun, or the Vxmi^ 
having ** acquired new and interesting properOes.** 

Language consists, essentially, of Principles 
v^hich possess a Necessary Connection and Da* 
pendence, one with another, perfectly coi^brmdbb 
to those General Principles of Relation wfaieb am 
at once its Foundation and its Object. Aaanoby 
it is impossible that Any of its Essential Parte at 
Elements should ever acquire any new properties :^ 
although mankind might make new discoveria aS 
the nature of these Parts. If Dr. Murray had been 
writing a History of Mathematics^ he would neM9 
have mentioned the Square, or the Circle,, as 
having acquired new properties ; he would only have 
noted upon what occasions, or by whom, the 
known Necessary s^nd Eternal properties of these 
figures were first brought to light. 

I point out the exceptionable phraseology of Dr. 
Murray with respect to the Noun and the Verb^ in 
the present case, therefore, as furnishing, of itself 
alone, a conclusive evidence that this very merito- 
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rioms writer has infinitely misapprehended what I 
conceive to be the Real Nature of Language. 

After this statement, I hardly need observe, that, 
in perusing the speculations of Dr. Murray T have 
found my coip^ctfire alt((^tber verified, that his 
general views of the subject do not at all interfere 
with those entertained by me. I shall explain, 
hereafter, the ground upon which I differ from his 
assumption that the Verb is the ^* Fountain of 
** LangtcageJ* I shall, also, have to point out va- 
rious particular expressions of Language, quoted by 
biiQ, wbjiph, i^though only ^p3|]lar«m4 occasiQUfd^ 
9^rd very reiparl^Iie^ud satisfactory coipcideoces 
with the ^ener^l yijpws ^hicb I prppasis to hy down. 
|Jp09 t}ie whole, the pbs^ryatiops, or strictaries, 
wliich I shall h^vepceasion to qaftl^e qpojci th^ labors - 
of this illustrious disciple of the School of Tooke 
(irhQ hw ap fw ojnt^pt his master in research, as 
I ibiiik be hw ^tood superior to kim m the ar tielfi of 
Qffw^tfnef,) wi)], I Ibmk, afford to my own work 
a degrp^ pf uompfetion, in the etymobgieal parts of 
iff fiVfdence, y/Ufih it cottW »ot have possessed but 
for the timely coming of the ^^ History of the 
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SECTION FIRST^ 



OF THE OENEBAL NATURE AND OFFICE OF VERBS. 



SUBSECTION I. 



Of the Doctrine of GrammarianSj that Verbs aret 
not Copulas between a Nominative and an Accusal 
tive Noun. — Statement of the Fundamental Prin-' 
ciple of Language. — Suggestion of the Principle of 
Alternation of a Verb, in a Sentence. 

•^ Pa 

It k the Ob^ct of the Philosophical Gramma- 
rian to ascertain and delineate the Real Principles 
and Structure of Language, as founded on the General 
Principles of Logical Connection between those Sub^ 
jects, or ObjectSf in the Universe^ of which Language 
is the Mark or Signature. 

Upon the other hand, it is the business of vL 
writer of Vernacular Grammar to apply the 
Principles of Philosophical Grammar, to the ex. 
PLANATiON and IMPROVEMENT of the genius of 
particular Languages. 

In other words, I suggest, that the Science of 
Philosophical Grammar (when once it shall be ' 
erected) must bear a relativeness to the Varioas 
Grammars of Particular Languages, in some sort . 
anaioj;ous to that which Geometry holds with 
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spect to the Art of Bailding, as that Art was, ia 
early and ignorant ages, Yariously practised in 
those Coontries, with more, or less, of acciden- 
tal conformity to the Science in which it ought to 
have been founded. 

It is upon this general understanding of the 
subject, that the several analyses of the Different 
Parts of Speech, and of their Different Connecting 
Principles, will be prosecuted in the present work: 
And I deem the fact to be of sufficient importance 
ta demand that I should intimate it, distinctly, in 
the above precursory observations, in order the 
more particularly to impress it upon the judgment 
of a. reader, as he proceeds in examining the in* 
tended details. 



There are Two Fundamental Assumptions in 
the Doctrines of accredited Philosophical Gram^ 
mar, which serve virtually as the very First Maxims 
of that supposed Science, and which it is requisite 
.to>«tate, in the above precursory observations, for 
the purpose of objecting to their truth or validity. 
• One of these Assumptions is, that there are 
certain Verbs which do not admit an Accttsatiue 
Case. — ^The Other, that those Verbs which do ad- 
mit an Accusative Case are not Links of Graht 
HATiCAL Connection between their Nominative 
and. their Accusative. 

jNow it is a leading object of the present Chapter 

to show, that Accredited Grammar^ in these Two 

Fcmdamental Assumptions, takes up a position in 

.» direct hostility to the First Principles of Reason.; 



and <!0iitibu«» to d6V}ttt« <rbiit fi^, IlirOt^ldltt 
tile #hoIc! «itp{)0s6d Sthicttire 6f L&figbagfe 

ih 6t6et to eoli^tilidate th6 ObjeetS of Hity pnmai 
disseftt, the I'wo AteoMfHioiiA ih qtustioii ififty to 
redaced to One, and stated in teiriii^ Wferieb hMd 
been i^fidered fSMiliclr to ^flimatic<tl tUia Iby fhe 
fi{)«coIat4o&s of M^ fi&i'Hs— nam^y'-^th&i VtMM» 
at^ Ant ttiBiin^ island J^of CoNNE^itBt^^ft 
l>d«tHn« ^bicb bsli»no( «tily bem virtaaUy iMSefiit> 
6d Co by all GraEftmariaM \th& havepftcidtd tbt 
Writer above neittiotted i btft bavd ^d b««tt iibe* 
t!on6d by Mr. Tookd, «tid by all Wbd bA¥ti «otlM 
djief hktt. Kow» ot^Mg Co ihti nii<«<eMtilry cMpetfld^ 
etid6 Whicb all th« othet Part$ Of Graitttiltf AdBt 
otherwise have upon this assumed fatiidailMtitJil 
position, it is necessary, to arraign and explode it, 
here, by means of an appropriate analysis. . 

Pftparat«ry to thfe, howerer, it is r«qiEriiHd'to 
cffitaiaifi a tefy secondary^ thoaglif ia^SfMAtdhil^ 
cWMideratioB. It sometimes bappedft, in flftatKlM 
ti Philosophy, that dhe^ or two, aifib^Mft Or 
dUbitable dSpiissdiotis, eimployc^ by aii MiiieM 
^jritefi lay li foiindation for cavil, or di«patif ; ttid 
k becomes, in cdAse^t^eiicei neioe^sary to enttf itito 
JMMidft, ^ Evidences; ef a fact, 6t p^A<m, M/iM^ 
vpoffi general ground, tiiiist appi6ar as plainly astfife 
MA at j)Od>n-day. This happens to b6 the oMlfc 
ivifh respect to the ittipdrt, ot aeceptatioiiv tff Me 
of those assumptions that al^e iinpefteh^ iii tlf6 
foteg^g observation^; For altboogh it is known 
't& e?«ffy petiotk, tvho has giiy a4iqiiaititBnki6' M iffl 
With the subject, that Every Verb in Lati^iMgie k 
mfupoKd by GMiiii Aarkite to *i^ify adflSe Py^pM^ 
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bif Attribute of its NdiiiMATiVfe 6mLV ; alid also 
kiiaihf to those who bate a more ejt^nsive know*- 
ledge 6f it, that thts assumption has always obtained 
without Hdiy dissentient Yoice ; still, there are, in 
the case of some writers, certain expressions made 
ttcje of, which, if Aot duly examibedj atid their real 
in^rt flsiiertained, might, I have do doubt, be 
madti the foundation o^ a cavil, oi* pretence, that 
Ytaibk have been tacitly and virtually understood as 
tiflnUeiHing Nomitiatives with Accusative Nouns ; 
tdthdf^h the EXPRESS tenor of Gratnmar Doctrine 
hM always tun manifestly to the contrary. 

Tbe troth of the matter is, and it is a truth wor- 
thy 6f notice here, that, as in the case of Relation, 
M itt that df the V^rb, the natural reason of man 
IB ilgainst ih6 Logician and the Grammarian. For, 
fts Mr. Tooke has obserted of ** certain gentlemen,*^ 
that they could not be satisfied without at least 
idnte vague notion of a difference existing between 
JReUaian and Relatives; so, I believe, it will be 
ibund, that any plain man, who had never been 
t^mght the rules of accredited Grammar, would 
liatAiteily conceive that a Verb connects together 
Any iTiro Nouns between which it is placed. I 
ttMiy indeed venture to aflSirm this, from having met 
%ithseveral individuals of profound classical attain- 
ments tad great acumen, who,obeying the dictates 
6f &eir retaon, and wholly overlooking and viola- 
tiifg the ejctant fundamental Rules of Grammar, 
have actually supposed that a tacit and virtual 
GfanMmtical Connection is meant in those Rules, 
between a Nominative and an Accusative Noun, 
-ttif<»ogb tiie Oiediam of it Verbt I proceed, there- 
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fore, to show, that Any such Grammatical Canmc^ 
tion is Not fneanL And I deem it to be of no 
small importance to close the door, thus efiectuallyp 
against a misunderstanding which has prevailed in 
any such instance. 

For this purpose, I shall principally select that 
View of the subject which is^ at once, the most 
prevalent and most favorable, that I know, to the 
supposition of any such doctrine ; and which con- 
tains that dubiety of expression already alluded 
to. Its author is no other than the very learned 
Bishop Lo wth : And its Assumptions are repeated, 
in the words of its author, in by far the most popu- 
lar or current English Grammar now extant ; more 
than Thirty Editions of which attest the present 
state pf public opinion, with regard to the Logic 
OF Language. I may add, that I am aware of 
no writer who has done more justice to that Defi- 
nition of the Verb which he advocates, nor any o|ie 
who has come nearer to discerning the real general 
nature of the Verb without discerning it at al^ 
than Dr. Lowth has* There is, indeed, only jone 
other writer, whose statements, with regard to the 
point at issue, I shall at all consider ; and I shall 
:notice his particular opinions only upon the same 
ground as those, of Dr. Lowth — namely — on ao- 
count of certain ambiguities of expression which 
.the author last alluded to has employed, and which, 
if not cleared up and explained, might leave an opeor 
ing for cavil or dispute. I could certainly have 
wished, that the point in question could have been 
passed over, without this scrutiny. But, at any 
.rate, I feel assured^ that the opinions, or expressions. 
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of no other writer need be investigated, on this head,' 
after those now referred to have been discussed : 
And it is at least a compensation for the trouble, 
that the discussion will involve several conside- 
rations which must tend to elucidate the general 
nature of Speech. Those who know the infinite 
consequences which depend upon laying the foun- 
dations of any Science in solid Principles ; and 
also know the evils that are avoided in removing 
firom such Principles every plea for misunderstand- 
ing; will never deem the intended elucidation either 
unimportant or tedious. 

It is sufficiently recognized^ by all Philosophers 
of the first order, that the Foundations of every 
Science, not excepting that of Mathematics itself, 
must be laid in the transcendental or metaphysical 
conceptions of the Mind. Now with regard to 
those which are necessary to Mathematics, they 
are 80 &r established as to admit of the Super- 
structure's going on, without flaw, or objection* 
But, in order to erect a Science of Language, this 
foundation-work is yet to be laid : And although 
it must certainly take up some of our time, in dif- 
ferent places, to attend to it as we go along, it 
should always be recollected that this time is not 
nnprofitably but very preciously bestowed, inas* 
much as any new truth which we attain in the 
First Principles of Logic, (with whatever labor it 
may be dug into light from under an accumulation 
of reverenced fallacies,) is a step of elevation gained 
by our Species — an interminable possession and a 
freehold for ever. 
In the present article, I shall confine myself to 
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the Statemanto of Dr. Lowth ; iQvolving ik^inm 
the potitioiis or assnipptiom of fdr. Harrb, wjtli 
whone sentiments on the Subject those uf jLowtli 
wfll be found altogether identified. The other 
writer to whom I have alluded, and whope views 
are stated in the article Grammar in Rees's Cyck^* 
pedia, I shall consider in a subseqqent place. 

*' A Verb AciivtT (says Dv, Lowth) *' expressea 
'*an action, and necessarily implies an AgflVl 
"and an Object acted upop.''— And— r** 4 Vcr^ 
" Passive expresses a passion, and necessarily im* 
plies an Object and an Agent by whipb H W 
acted upon.'' 
Now with regard to this first stat^mentf I ask ; 
Would not any one suppose, that, in so far om cpnh 
C0ms those Verbs that are iuillfd Active find P«usiv^ 
0r« Lowtli baa not cmly clearly discerned that « 
Verb is a Link of Grammatical Connection beUreien 
an Agent and its Object or Co-ag^ ; but, al«0| 
that this is the very Grammatical Maxim whicb tlw 
passage was meant to inculcate ? Yet I affirm, 1i^ 
nothing was ferth« from the thought of thw writflTi 
thaa to intend any such matter* 

As a decisive evpdeffce of this, I need mlf 
appeal to the doctrine of Mr^ {larns, whose vieir 
of tb>s part of Grammar has iieither been nffuitltd 
nor attacked by the specqlationa pf bis sqccfMfiil 
of^nent Mr, Tpoke^ and whose gramm^lNMl 
decisions hare received the highest approbation of 
l^wtii, insomucbf that it is impossibie to dopbt 
that Ixmth and Harris were completely identified 
in the matter in question. In malting this conebir 
»ifB refoence to th^ doctfin? Qf JSarrif^ it w wry 
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Oiterial to the point in question that a readef 
shonld take notice, that he also deals in expree- 
flicHis which are perfectly in unison with those of 
liowth: But there is this momentous diflefence 
hetwAm the expressions of the two writers, that 
Mr. Harris's work, in its context, carries its expla- 
nation along with it ; whereas in Lowth's " Intrth 
iuetUn^^ wet have no such mark, to enable us to 
dttennine, critically, what was his real meaning. 
We mnst therefore search for the certain meaning 
of Lowth, in the ^* Hermes" of Harris. 

Now Mr. Harris has entitled Two Divisions of 
his Hermes, The One by the name of Attributives; 
The OtheTt by that of Connectives : And he has 
tmaM of Verbs under the former head ; while he 
hat excluded them altogether from the latter. The 
V«% Sahetantive, which he and all other Gram- 
marians have absurdly considered as a grammatical 
mmtarowmunnalyt is the only.exception to this doc- 
Inne ; and even thisYerh is never supposed to con- 
nect a Nominative with an Accusative Noun. 

Having merely mentioned this Division op 

TEE Parts of Speech in Mr. Harris's work, 

as a paramount evidence, which precludes every 

]KMwbility of a supposition that he could, in any 

subsequent expression, or any subordinate expla- 

nation, have intended to convey the meaning that 

TertiB are Grammatical Connectives between 

Noans Substantive ; I now proceed to notice those 

expressions in Harris which coincide with the 

assumptions of Lowth, and which would naturally 

lead a reader to suppose, if he had not decisive 

AnaL o 
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proof to the contrary, that the former really coa^ 
sidered Verbs as being . Connectives. 

Thus it is observed by Harris, that ''Every 
/'Energy doth not only require an EnergUeTf hut 
" is necessarily conversant about some Subject.^ 

Upon this short passage, I am under the neces- 
sity of remarking, by the way, that its author has 
employed the term, " Subject^' improperly, instead 
of the term Object: because Every Energiser, or 
Nominative is, in a grammatical sense^ a Subject ; 
and The T/iing which it requires is not a V Subject,** 
but an Object. 

Harris goes on to say, — '' that Every Enei^^ is 
''necessarily situate between Two Substantives, 
" an Energiser which is Active^ and a . Subject** 
(it should be Object) " which is Passive.'* — " Neu- 
"ters in their Energisers always discover their 
*^ passive Subject^' (Object,) " which other Verbs can^ 
" not, their passive Subjects" (Objects) ^' being ipfi- 
" nite ; hence the reason why it is superfluous ia 
" these Neuters to have the Subject" (Object) ". ex- 
" pressed, as in other Verbs it is necessary, and 

s 

"cannot be omitted. And thus it is that we are 

■ ■ ■ 

" taught in common Grammars that Verbs Active 
" require an Accusative CasCy while Neuters require 
" none."' — " Hermes," Book 1. Chap. 9. 

The reader will readily discern, that, in.order to 
render this passage intelligible, it was necessary 
for me to insert the word, Object, where Mr. Harris 
has employed " Subject.*' And, together with. this 
correction, the requisite commentary upon the pas- 
sage appears to be, to explain its author's meaning ; 
which I apprehend is as follows : In the case of 
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Neuter Verbs^ the Obfect^ being always the ^^eir/ 
or Energiser himself ^ or itself^ MtJST always be 
KNOWN ; Whereas, in the case of whftt are called 
Active Verbsy the Obfect may bb Any One op 
AN INFINITE VARIETY OF THINGS, and, there- 
fore, in order to make it known^ it must be sio- 
NiFiED. Thus, although Mr. Harris admits, 
that Every Enei^y must be between Two Substan- 
tives ; yet, he is so far from supposing that Vehbs 
ARE Grammatical Connectives between Two 
Nouns Substantive, that he imagines the signified* 
turn of an Accusative^ in the instance of what are 
called Active Verbs^ is merely a thing useful, or 
requisite for the information of a hearer, to let 
him know What, or Who, is the Particular Object 
of an Action; and not at all a thing Neces- 
sary IN THE Nature of Language, that a Verb 
should have an Accusative Case to support its far'- 
tker endy upon the Same Principle that a Bridge 
must have an off Bank to support its farther end. 
In confirmation of my being justified in this ex- 
position, I observe, Mr. Harris, in his Chapter of 
Prepositions, says, " In like manner Actions co- 
** alesce with their Agents, and Passions with their 
** Patients, Thus we say, Alexander conquers; 
" Darius is conquered. Nay, as every Energy is a 
" Kind of medium between its Agent and its Pa^ 
" tient, the whole tkreey Agent, Energy , andPatientf 
**co*alesce with the same facility; as when we 
" say, Alexander conquers Darius. And hence, that 
" is from these Modes of natural Co-alescence, arises 
" the Grammatical Regimen of the Verb by its Nomi^ 
** native^ and of the Accusative by its Verb.'' 
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The general tenor of Ais passi^ appeaiy fw 
^ome 8p near the truth la question, that those frho^ 
tie wholly unacquainted with the fact and 4|m 
nummr by which Philosophers have, in other mih 
jects, done the like and have yet altogether miss^ 
the truth they sought, would certainly suppoM 
Mr. Harris's discernment was completely oipea to 
it. But the passage contains particular expreanoiHb 
which critically prove his real darkness on the si^ 
jiect. Thus he says, ** Energy is a Kind of medimgi 
*' between its Agent and its Patient/' And^ w^ 
xegard to this expression, I need only ask, Wo«14 
ajiy writer of Philosophical Grammar, who tof % 
moment believed the Verb to be the JPun^^mfik* 
Ud Grammatical Link which Connects Nouna-^hc 
Principal Link which connects Subjects or Ageplii 
together in the Chain of Language — have ever dimdr 
ed his Work into Attributives and CoNNseh 
TiVES, and have assigned Verbs to the farfufr 
Division ; and, qfterwardsy in a mere incidental r&f. 
markf in the sequel of His worky have spoken of the 
!^n of Action^ as being a KIND of Medium be* 
tween a Nominative and an Accusative Noun ? 

lastly, however, as a final test that I am rig|it» 
as to what were the real views of Mr. HurrJikT-* 
views which on this occasion he takes laQdaMe* 
pains, in his notes, to inform us he derives and a4*- 
vocates fi-om the united voices of the Ancient 
Grammarians,~*I shall quote the following pay* 
sage from his subsequent Chapter of '' Cases *^ 
which passage I distinguish by italics and capi« 
TALS, precisely as Mr. Harris himself has done^ 

'* From wh«t Jias^ been mid, we may make the 
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VipUowmg obaervatioiui, — that a« there can be na 

V Stmtmoe without a Substantive^ so that SobHtastive, 
** if the Sentence be regular^ is always denoted by 

V a Nomnatim ; — that on this occasion all the At-* 
i tributives, that have cases^ appear as Nominativeg 

also ; — that there may be a regular and perfect 
^ Sentence without any of the other Cases^ but that 

V without one Nominative at leasts this is utterly im* 
^^ possible^ Hence therefore we form its charac* 
*^ tier and description-^THs Nominative is that 
*f Casef without vAieh there can be no regular and 
''perfect Sentence:'-^*' Hermes/ Book 2. Qhap. 4. 

. I faa?e thus taken the trouble to follow the am- 
biguous latoguage of Harris (which manifestly in- 
volves the analogous expressions of Lowth)through 
every ramification of doubt which could possibly 
have hung over it : and I cannot help feeling as- 
sured that every such doubt must be dispelled and 
annihilated by the exposition here given of his 
real views, insomuch, as to preclude the possibility 
of any cavil upon the subject. It must certainly 
appear, that, of all the Grammarians, Ancient or 
Modern, who have ever speculated on the Subject, 
not one of them has ever supposed the Verb to be 
a Grammatical link of Connection between a 
Nominative and an Accusative Noun. And I may 
hare reassert, (with redoubled confidence if possi- 
ble) that their not having discerned this has been 
the primary or leading Cause why all Treatises 
on Grammar have equally and entirely failed of 
eaibibiting the real Structure of Language. When 
Lowtb,. therefore;, asserts that an Action requires 
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an A^nt and ** impUei' an Object acted upon ; it 
18 manifest, he means no more than that it implies' 
the EXISTENCE, or CO-EXISTENCE, of an Object; 
and he does not mean that it implies a Gramma- 
tical Connection, by means op a Verb, be-' 
tween a Nominative and an Accusative* 

I shall close these quotations of authorities, by 
citing the concurrent doctrine of Bishop Wilkins ;' 
— a writer on Philosophical Grammar whose 
}(enius and eminence are acknowledged even by 
Mr. Tooke himself, fastidious as he justly was' 
with respect to writers on this subject. 

*^ That Part of Speech which by our Gramma^ 
'Irians is styled the Verb (whether Neuter, Active, 
^^or Passive) ought to have no distinct place 
V amongst integrals in a Philosophical Grammar, 
*^ because it is really no other than an Adjective^ 
" and the Copula Sum affixed to it." — ** Essay To- 
" WARDS A Real Character," jo/ig-e 303. 

Thus we see, that, according to Wilkins, a CSo-^ 
PULA or Connective is expressly contra*' 
distinguished from a Verb, by its being asserted 
that a Verb is an Adjective which requires a co- 
pula to connect it with its Substantive. 

But, without any appeal at all to authority, or 
to the language of particular writers, on this ques- 
tion, I might distinctly and- conclusively have 
asked. Is it not self evident that Grammarians 
never could have entertained any tacit or virtual 
maxim, or any suspicion whatever, that Verbs are 
Copulas between Two Substantive Nouns; when 
it has been fully demonstrated thai:, in their charac* 
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ter of Logicians^ or Philosophers^ they never have 
4J8cemed the EXISTENCE, in the Universe, of 
that Logical Link between Any Two Related Sub- 
jects, OF WHICH Link a Verb is the Sign ? It 
may, indeed, on a first view, appear strange that 
Lowth.and Harris should have used the language 
they have uttered, without their at the same time 
discerning the real nature of the Subject. But I 
may. here observe, that various oversights of this 
description exist in the fundamental assumptions 
of Philosophers, in different departments of know- 
ledge. And, in order to account for the present 
instance, we have only to recollect, that both the 
learned persons in question, as scholars, inherited 
an imperative bias concerning the nature of the Verb 
from the Ancient Grammarians; and that both 
belonged to that host of School Jx)gicians which, 
doubtless, would have joined the Philologer of 
Pnrley in his unsparing castigation of those *^g€n* 
tUmen^ already mentioned in a former place. I 
ought, by the way, to remark, that the Subject 
is indebted to these maltreated gentlemen; who, 
under the guidance or suggestion of mere natu- 
ral reason, attempted to introduce into Lan- 
guage a Phraseology which, of itself alone, lets 
ia some dim ray of indefinite light npon the 
matter, when they ventured, (in their expressions 
at leasts) to discriminate i\ie\x ^* Relatives'' from 
''Relations:' 

In closing the course of evidence, now adduced, 
that Verbs have never, in any sense, been regarded, 
either expressly or tacitly,: as Grammatical Co« 
rcri^AS, I justify the position which was expressed 
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in the Dialogue concerning Relation— namdy^-* 
that, owing to LogicianH never having diBcemed* 
the existence of Relations, it was impossible M 
Grammarians to have, in their Scheme of Lan-. 
guage, a Part of Speech significant of this most 
important Object of Thought Accordingly, thA«« 
fore, I now remark, that in fiaict diere is No Skuik 
Thing in Accredited Grammar a$ a Verb, ac- 
cording to the true or real definition of this Part 
of Speech. 



Besides the ambiguities of expression which have 
just now been discussed, there appears in the Am*' 
sumptions of Dr. Lowth, and of all Grammarians, 
ANOTHER phrase, which demands a critical exami- 
nation. The matter to which I at present allude 
is the aissertion, that certain Actions ^* pass oter^ 
from their Agent to their Object. The investigation 
of this question, however, must be deferred, until 
I get to treat of the Universal Neutrality of Verbs : 
and I proceed, now, to lay down the Fundamental 
Maxim of Grammar that Every Verb in Language 
must have an Accusative, as well as a Nominaihe 
Case. 

First, therefore, I observe, that a Noun, vrtietf 
it is considered by itself alone or absolutely ^ is No¥ 
AnySuch Element ofLan^uage as is by Gram* 
marians denominated a Part of Speech. For,' 
although any such Word is, certainly, a Fart of 
Language, it is not any Special Part, but is a 
Homogeneal Element of the Whole Mass of Speech, 
since livery Word in Language, considered in it* 
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eelf, is equally a Nouru Any Noun, or Word 
whatever, tHerefore, when it is not viewed in con- 
nection with other Wprds/(8uch for example as the 
case of Any Word in a Lexicon,) must be regarded 
like a Type distributed in the Box of the Composi^ 
tor: It is JVb " Part of Speech ^^ technically so called p 
bat is Merely a Mass of Lingual Material^ shaped 
and adapted to be employed as a Part of Speech ; just 
as any mass of stone, in the quarry, is not the key* 
stone, or any other stone, of an Arch, or Building, 
but is merely cut and adapted to serve as a key*stone, 
or any other stone, in an Arch, or Building. 

Upon the other hand. When Any Word what- 
ever is TAKEN INTO Composition, £7;2t/ij made to 
ftandfor the Sign of a Related Subject, (which 
is only another Name for an Agent) it receives, 
in that moment, and by that act, a Grammatical 
lAft^ and becomes a Part (i. e. a Special Part) of 
Speech — a Grammatical or Syntactical Nom — in 
a word — what is called a Noun Substantive. 
From this position, it follows, that a Noun Substan^ 
tin^ of Grammarians is a Noun Relative in Lo- 
gic 

Secondly. As a Noun Substantive is the Name 
or Sign of an Agent or Relative Subject ; So 
a Verb is the Sign of an Action or Relation 
between Any Two Relative Subjects. A Verb, 
therefore, is a Verbal Link which connects Some 
Two Co- Agents together, in Any Case of Action or 
Rdiatioiu 

Thirdly. It follows, from these respective Offi* 
ces of the Noun and the Verb, that Every Verb in 
Language (equally and without the possibility of an 
Anal. ^ 



114 OF VERBS. [CHAP. 2. 

exception) must have both a Nominative and an 
Accusative Noun for its support or existence : be- 
cause, if it were not so, it would then be possible 
for a Related Subject or Agent to exist and to carry 
on Some Relation or Action by itself alone^ without the 
aid of Aja\ Co-Agent, or Correlative— a sup- 
position which exhibits one of the most crying ab- 
surdities that can be announced in words, and 
which is acknowledged as such by All Logicians 
themselves : for it is a Fundamental Maxim in 
Logic, which I may quote here in the emphatic 
words of Mr. Han-is,— that " Relatives must begin 

** TOGETHER, — CxiM TOGETHER, — and CCOSe TO- 
♦*GETHER." 

I shall shew particularly, from examples here- 
after, that Every One of our individual or partico* 
lar conceptions of Verbs, when we are put upon 
our guard, must resolve itself strictly into a confor* 
mity with this first Axiom of Logic. 
. It is collateral to the position just now laid down, 
but it is a most important consideration, to observe, 
that. Such as Language is. Such is the Nature of 
the Things of which Language is the Symbol ; in- 
somuch, that I could not, with justice to the Sub- 
ject, omit stating here the Juxtaposition of the Two 
Natures. I observe, therefore, that, in like man- 
ner as Every JVord^ when it is contemplated nA- 
solutely, that is by itself alone, is No Special 
Part of Speech, but is a Mere Homogeneal General 
Element thereof, and must be regarded as barren 
and without any connection with the Other Elements 
of the Mass ; So, Every Subject in the Universe^' 
when it is contemplated absolutely, that is by itself 
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alone, is only as it were a Homogeneal Mass thereof^ 
and is, in this sitaation^ unconnected with Any Other 
IMEass or Subject thereunto belonging; and, as such, 
although it is certainly an Object Signified by a 

^OUN, it is NOT AN ObJECT OP LANGUAGE COn^i- 

tiered as a Connected Series of. Signs represent- 
ing a Connected Series of Ideas. It is only when 
^ny of the Absolute Subjects in the Universe, is 
contemplated in the Character or Office of a He*- 
XjATIVe Subject, that this Absolute Subject becomes 
a component Part of the Universe, or an Object 
OF Language comidered as a System op Special 
Signs, distinguished from that Homogeneal Part of 
Speech called a Noun. Philosophers have attempt- 
€5d, without any satisfactory result hitherto, to divide 
the Things of the Universe into Categories or 
AIosT General Classes. Aristotle has as- 
sumed Ten of these Categories : IVf r. Hume has 
enumerated Seven : Locke has adopted Three : 
And the Nature of these Divisions is as different ^ 
as the Number of Classes assumed in each. Never- 
theless I may venture to affirm, that the Subjects 
of the Universe, considered as forming the Ob- 
jects OP Grammar, may safely be assumed to con- 
sist of Absolute Things in themselves, Abso- 
lute Things viewed as Relative Things, and 
Relations between Every Two of the Latter. 

But, to resume the Subject ; The Principle now 
laid down, with regard to the Essential General 
Nature of the Verb, forms the First Axiom in 
Grammar. And all the rest of the Structure of 
Language is built strictly upon this First Principle. 
This Position, moreover, (we have seen) is founded 



116 OP VERBS. [CHAP 3. ^ 

in the Necessary Structure of Relatives and Rdatiaau^ 
Sucfa is the basis of Lai^uage according to tiw -fi 
views of the Different Parts of Speech which will 
be followed out in the sequel of this work. 

As it has been shewn, that No Such Principle 
has been admitted, or suspected by Grammarians^ 
as that which has just been laid down, especially 
in the case of either what are called Passive or 
Active Verbs ; I pass on to examine what has been 
the accredited doctrine in Grammar, and, in par- 
ticular, what has been advanced by Bishop Lowtb, 
with regard to those Verbs which are acknowledged 
to be Neuter. And here, when we come to discern 
the real merits of the subject, we shall find our 
wonder and astonishment excited in a vast addi- 
tional degree, at the glaring violations of reason 
which have passed current in the assumptions of 
Philosophers, under the character of Grammarians. 

According to Dr. Lowth, — " A Neuter Verb 
** expresses being, or a State of being, when the 
" Agent and the Object acted on coincide, and the 
** event is neither Action nor Passion, but some^ 
" thing between both : as * / sleepj' ' I walk. " 

In this passage we have a striking example of 
the illogicalness of attempting to write at all 
upon Grammar, without previously consulting, 
and constantly adhering to, the Generic Struc* 
ture of the Category of Relation; which Struc- 
ture is herein violated, in the most egregious man- 
ner. 

§ 

First. We are called upon to conceive, and 
contemplate, a State of being; of which^ its 
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GENT and ITS Object (i. «• its AgpiA and its Co^ 
.Agent) COINCIDE. 

Seccndbf. Although the Subject of the Verb is 
expressly said to be therein an Agent ; yet, we 
.are told, that the Event is neither Action nor 
Passion, but is Something between both. 

Tlhirdly. The examples^ given to illustrate this 
doctrine, are * Isleep^' and * I walk.* 

The first objection to be stated against this 

Scheme is, that, in the case of any such Verbs as 

those in question, it is a great fallacy to assume 

that the Agent and its Object coincide. Because 

it will be shewn that they do not coincide, even in a 

physical sense. And, even in the case of Reflecting 

Verbs, of which the Agent and the Object do in 

reality physically coincide, (such as when we say, 

*' He respects Himself,") it is a monstrous fallacy 

aind Tiolation of reason to assume, for a moment, 

tl:iat they coincide in a logical or grammatical sense. 

JBoth these considerations it is necessary to insist 

upon. 

With regard to the first one, I observe, that, if a 
F^dson sleep, or walk^ he must sleep, or walk, at 
SSome Time, and upon Some Thing ; which Time, or 
^T^wgr, may, either of them, be put as the real OI> 
J^ctive Case to the Verb : And, most certainly, the 
Slleeper, or the Walker, cannot, without the gross- 
^^ absurdity, be considered as his own Object. 

In like manner, When a person laughs^ smiles, or 

^hs ; he must laugh, smile, or sigh, at Something, 

^nd thus the Agent and the Object are physically 

different. 

It has, indeed, been observed, by some writers, 
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and especially by Dr. Campbell, that the Verb^M 
now in question take an Accusative Case ihraugi 
the medium of a Preposition. But we are to recollect 
that the taking of an Accusative Case does Bot. 
according to Grammarians, constitute Any Verb 
Copula between its Nominative and its Accusative...— 
And I have also to observe, that Dr. CampbelL-^ 
supposes the taking of an Accusative through a — 
Preposition to constitute a Distinct Sort of Verb, 
which he has called Compound Active Verbid 
Whereas, I shall, upon the most imperative neces- 
sary ground, throughout deny that there is Any 
Such Thing in Language as a Compound Verb : and 
I propose to shew, that Every Major Verb, in lo- 
gical Strictness, demands a So-called Preposition 
between it and the Noun to which it is annexed : 
insomuch, that, whenever it is not so expressed; 
the Sentence is elliptical and Some Preposition 
ought to be understood. In the mean time, I may 
here appeal to the fact of actual usage, to proye^ 
that, in the case of what are called Active Tranjsi. 
tive Verbs, we very often either express, or omit, a 
Preposition, between a Verb and its Accusative 
Case, just as it suits our pleasure : As, for example, 
we say, " He struck the Table," — or^ — ** He struck 
" upon the Table," — " His Head struck the Ground^''. 
— Or — "His Head struck against the Ground.** 
And hereupon I affirm, that, in any such expression 
the Verb is perfectly Simple : for it will be demon- 
strated, hereafter, that a Compound Verb is abso* 
lutely an impossible thing. 

Perhaps, indeed, it may be better, in this place, 
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to suggest to a reader the Principle upon which 

the perfect simplicity of all Verbs depends ; since 

it m'ay be of service to him to bear it in mind, 

as be proceeds : Although it will be requisite to 

recur to it, in the sequel, with more appropriate 

consideration. The truth, then^ is, that the matter 

in question depends, (like all the other Principles 

of Grammar,) upon the Necessary Generic Structure 

of Relatwes and Relation ; and it consists in this : 

That, As it is impossible for there to be More tlian 

One Simple Link of Relation to connect together 

Any Two Related Subjects^ taken in Any One View 

of them ; So, therefore, it is impossible for Any 

Verb to be Double or Compound, between Any Two 

Mfouns, (considered at that moment as Syntactical 

IVouus) in a Sentence. This truth, which is self-evi* 

dent^ necessary^ and paramount to every consideration, 

g-ives rise to the following curious Principle and 

peculiarity in the Structure of Language ; to which 

it: will be requisite, at a future stage of the work, 

t:o call the attention of readers in a very particular 

xiaanner ; but which, notwithstanding its great and 

HQomentous importance in that Structure, has been 

entirely overlooked by Grammarians — namely — 

that Every Verb, in a Sentence in which there 

are more Verbs than One intervening between Any 

Two Primary Nouns Substantive ; whether such 

Verb be reputed as a Principal, an Auxiliary, or a 

So-called Preposition ; must serve, in that Sentence, 

ALTERNATELY, AS VeRB and AS NoUN. 

Although it was impossible that Grammarians 
should have discerned this Principle of Alter- 
nation OP A Verb in a Sentence, since they 
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never had discerned the Structure of the Catego; 
of Relation upon which it necessarily depends ; 
it has, through the force of natural reason, foun 
an opening, in one, or two, solitary and anomalo 
instances, in the assumptions of accredited Grani««i 
mar : For it is admitted, that what is called tbea 
Infinitive Mode can serve, in a Sentence, in the— 
alternate office of Noun and of Verb ; and, fbat 
Verbals in ino serve as a Noun, and at the same 
time have a Regimen like a Verb. Thus the Prin- 
ciple ill question is, in these anomalous instances, 
already virtually acknowledged by Grammarians: 
And it is nothing but a most profound darkness, 
with regard to the Real Cause or Foundation of this 
Principle, that has prevented writers on Language 
from converting what in their Scheme appears 
as a mere anomaly and absurd escrescence^ into a 
General Rule grounded not only in reason^ but 
in an Absolute Necessity^ and forming no less than 
a Modification of the Fundamental Ajciom of Gramr 
mar. 

The Principle of Alternation of a Verb in a Sen- 
tence is, indeed, of so high and important a Nature, 
that it might well be called the Ajl'is upon which 
All Language turns : For it operates throughout 
the whole of Speech, almost continually ; and can 
submit to no exception. 

I resume, here, the consideration of Bishop 
Lowth's statement, with regard to the Nature of 
Neuter Verbs, There seems no doubt that he was 
led into the supposition that the Agent and the 
Object of a Neuter Verb coincide, by the fact, that 
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iDotber T ^ngnagpn, tiiese V«4)B take whai to called 
ma Active Farm^ wherein the Agent is assumed to 
ncttqHm himself y and thus is suf^sed ixyhehis own 
Object. Thisy however, (although I have shewn it 
is a great mistake, since every such Action, as that 
ef sleeping, or walking, demands an Object very 
difierent and foreign from the Agent,) is of minor 
importance when compared with the grand absur« 
dity and violation of Logic involved in the assump- 
tion that an Agent and his Object are the Same 
Logical Man, in the case of an Action wherein 
Any Agent in reality acts upon himself, strictly 
speaking, such as when we say, — '*He respects 
** Himself,'' — " He Iwes Himself,'' — ^^ He hates 
** Himself." 

It is manifest that when Bishop Lowth, or any 
other Grammarian, talks of an Agent and an Object 
as COINCIDING, he talks as a Grammarian : and, 
if he does not mean to assert that these Two 
Things coincide logically and grammatically ^ he 
can, in this case, have no rational meaning what- 
ever. But it is a self-evident necessary truth, ac- 
knowledged by all Logicians and Philosophers, 
and it lies at the very basis of the Category 
of Relation, that Nothing can ever be re- 
itATED TO itself ; and, therefore, the moment 
we talk of Any Subject as acting upon itself, we, 
by a necessary logicaljktiony assume that Subject as 
being divided^ or duplicated rather y into Two Logi- 
cal Subjects, or Agents, which must, for the time 
being, be regarded as distinct and different from one 
another as if they had been Hector and Achilles, 
or any other Two contending Parties. This ttulK 
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foQDs a Principle in Grammar which can never fo* 
a moment be overlooked, or violated, with< 
plunging the subject into a bottomless abyss of 
aurdity. It is collateral indeed, to the subject, 
suggest the remark which immediately follows 
but I may observe that this Principle extend^^^ 
to a department of Knowledge far beyond dth 
Grammar or Logic ; and it is, in that departmen 
no fiction : For it exists in Morals also, since 
can hardly be regarded as the Same Moral Agents 
who condemns himself and who stands thus 
SELF CONDEMNED. But (to coufiue oursclves to 
the subject in hand,) the supposition or assumption 
of Any Agent acting upon itself, in aoRAMMATiCAL 
SENSE, is an absurdity so palpable and revolting, 
that it never can be tolerated, for a moment, after 
it has been duly exposed. 

The consequence, to Dr. Lowth, of neglecting 
and violating this Fundamental Axiom of Relation, 
has been that of betraying him to assert, that an 
** Evevt" produced by an "Agent," is " Not an 
"Action," but "Something between Action 
"and Passion;" — than which assertion nothing, 
assuredly, could be more deplorable in the mouth 
of a Logician, 

It is in such sort, and with such force, that the 
Necessary Structure of Relatives and Relation 
will be found to re-act, and to assert its own reality, 
agamst all those who shall attempt to treat it as if 
it were a house of cards^ erected by children and 
to be blown down by the breath of every fancy 
that is alien to reason, or that happens to be a 
minion of fashion in any particular language. 
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. In fine. I repeat, here, as formmg the JPirat 
Af axim in Grammar, tfaat Every Verb whatevw 
must have both a Nominative and an Accusative 
iNoun ; and Every Verb is a Copula or Link of 
Grammatical Connection between its Nominative 
and its Accusative Case. And the Simple and 
necessary Reason of the thing is, that Every Verb 
is the Sign of Some Relation between Two Be- 
lated Subjects ; while Every Nominative and Ac- 
cusative Noun are the Signs of Two Related Sub- 
jects. 

There is only One Verb in Language that can 
for a mtoment appear to present an exception to 
this rule : And this appearance is merely in conse- 
quence of the erroneous understanding of the Na- 
ture of this Verb which universally obtains. It is 
the Verb Substantive. And, as a right understand- 
ing of the nature of this Verb involves very impor- 
tant grammatical consequences and demands a par- 
ticular consideration, it is requisite I should treat of 
its analysis in a distinct appropriate article. 



SUBSECTION II. 

I • Of the Verb Substantive.'— 2. Remarks an Dr. 
Murray's Etymological Account of this and other 
Neuter Verbs of Grammarians. 

The Doctrine which has been uniformly enter- 
tained concerning that Verb, whose particular 
analysis I am now going to state, exhibits one of 
the most remarkable masses of that general dark- 
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ness which fitiU Msts over the Nature of Laoigiiii^ 
after all that has been done by Philologists inA a 
view to its elucidation. This Verb has been 
sideredy by all Grammarians, as an anomaly- 
of a nature extremely different from that of all 
other Signs belonging to the Same Part of Speech. 
It is assumed to be a Copula, indeed; but not to 
be a Copula of a Nominative with an Accusatim 
Nourif — a doctrine which is precisely parallel to 
assuming, that there exists in the Universe a cer- 
tain Relation which serves to connect Any Related 
Subject, but not to connect it with Anj/ Car-related 
Subject. This gross absurdity has arisen, mani- 
festly, from the fact, that, in the Case of the .Verb 
Substantive, the real Accusative is by no means 
obvious to ordinary remark. Nothing, however, 
can be more self evident or certain, than (he tme 
nature of the thing, the moment our attention is 
drawn toward it. 

In ordinary, when a person affirms, of any tfaing, 
that it exists ; he imagines that he asserts some 
predicate or attribute of that thing itself alone; 
and he has no thought of connecting it, by a Spedti 
of Action^ with Any Other Thing serving the First 
in the Office of a Correlate ; far less does he sup- 
pose, that the Word— exist — ^is the Sign of -a 
Species of Action between the Two Subjects in ques- 
tion. Thus the Thing that is asserted to exist is 
considered to be, like an Island in the midst of a 
boundless Ocean, without any other Land, or Olh 
ject, with which it can be supposed to support Anif 
Bridge or Link of Relation. Nor is this exclusively 
the vulgar or popular view of the subject : for it is 
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to the latter^ the Verb Sobstantive is assumed to 
signify; Not Any Action between Two Subjects ; 
bat mertfy a fuiescent State of the Single Subject 
ealled its Nominative. Such is, at one and the 
SBBOe time, the Conception of the Mechanic and 
die Maxim of the Scholar, with r^ard to the Verb 
in question. 

Bat the absurdity of this assumption is so glar« 
fa^, ttiat it can only demand to be pointed out, 
A^yrder to be exploded. For, in the case of an 
blaAd in the midst of an Ocean^ if there be sup* 
posed BO other Land, or Object of any obvious simi- 
Ittade, with which it must support some Bridge of 
Relation ; it is still self evident, that this Island 
mtkiSt be related to the Ocean itself. It must, in- 
deed, support its own end of an infinite . number 
of Relations between itself and the Infinite Parts 
crfthe Ocean : It must support Relations of Distance 
« ^^ndb «dl the Parts which it is neither actually in, nor 
at: It must maintain a Relation of Contiguity 
\nth those Parts which it is at, but not is: And 
it must uphold the Relation of Congruity or Coindr 
^ttnce witji those Parts which it actually occupies 
or fills with its Volume. Now, analogous to this, 
Slvery Individual Subject in the Universe, of which 
^e do, or can, predicate existence, occupies Some 
l*art of those Infinite Absolute Oceans called Space 
andTiME : And it is self evident, that Every Such 
Snbject does thus maintain its own side, or end, 
ef an Action or Relation of Compenetration with 
Space mud Time : Which Action or Relation is 
the Thing that we, speaking in Concrete, call ex- 
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isTiNO ; and, \rhen we name it in Abstract and 
General, we call existence. 

As for the manner in which things actually pe/ie- 
trate and are at the same time penetrated by Space, 
and Time; it is a metaphysical question, with 
which Grammar has nothing at all to do : And, I 
may here freely add, it is a thing altogether incom- 
prehensible to man. But it is a difficulty not 
greater than some that exist even in the Science of 
Mathematics itself: And, as it is certain that w^ 
always must contradistinguish Space and Time, from 
the Things that occupy Space and Time ; we 
MUST ASSUME this mutual penetration, not only 
in Grammar, but also in Philosophy. And nobody 
will dispute, that both Penetration and Compend' 
tration are, certainly, Species of Logical Actions. 
It is plain, therefore, that, so long as we continue 
to distinguish between Space and Time and the 
Subjects, or Objects^ of discourse contained there- 
in, the Verb to exist must signify an Action be- 
tween Any of those Subjects and One or Other of 
these Infinite Matrices of Things. 

It is curious to remark, that, in the view of the 
Substantive Verb now stated, I am borne out by 
the Definition of Existence furnished by the 
Logicians themselves : Although, at the same time, 
the matter is altogether and in the most wonderful 
manner virtually denied, or overlooked, in the 
doctrine of the Grammarians. Thus, according 
to our English Lexicographer — Johnson — after 
Dr. Watts, " Essence is but the very nature of 
^^ any Being, whether it be actually existing or 
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^ no ; a rose in winter has an Esssmce ; in sum-- 
•* mer it has an existence aho^ 

From this Definition of Existence, given by the 
Logicians, it is manifest, that what constitutes it, 
18 the occupation of Time and Space. And, accord-^ 
ingly, it is always affirmed of All Uhiversals, or 
Grenerals, that they do not exist; and this mere- 
ly upon the ground that they are things which do 
not, and cannot, occupy Time or Space. Now it 
18 manifest that occupying (like penetrating) is, in 
a strict logical sense, acting ; and occupying 
SpisKC is acting in, or with Space. 

Here it is plain, that Space (for we may leave 
oat the continual mention of TimCy in order to save 
circumlocution) is the Universal Accusative 
ITouN to the Verb Substantive, wheresoever this 
Verb is either expressed or understood. It follows, 
also, that wheresoever Any Subject is mentioned 
as being an Agent of Any Action, the Verb Sub- 
Mantive (i. e. the Sign of the Action of Occupying 
J^ace^ must be either expressed or understood as 
Being prefixed to the Verb expressive of the Special 
Action in question. And, as for the fact that the 
Substantive Verb is, in this office^ much more fre- 
quently understood than expressed, (as, for exam- 
I)le, when we say " Peter strikes James," instead 
of ** Peter is striking James,") it is very satisfacto- 
^ly accounted for from the intolerable tediousness 
^^hich would attend its continual repetition. 

Having thus shewn, from a strict analysis, what 
is the real Nature and Office of the Verb Substan- 
tive ; it remains to be pointed out, in its proper 



1» OF VERBS. [OHAK& 

jiaee^ mwhat maimer Amf QiMlit!^ 
be grammatically signified along with the Name of 
that Subject, since it has become manifest ttiat 
the Office of connecting an Attribute with iti 

Subject DOES NOT BELONG TO THE VeRB IN aUE»^ 

TiQNy nor to Any Verb whatever. But our businesdi 
at present, is entirely with the Substantive Yesb 
itself; and our present object has been to bring its 
true Nature to light By the exposition now 
furnished, therefore, I trust, that not only is the 
Verb Substantive itself rescued from the profound 
obscurity and error which had all along attended 
it; but, that, in addition.to this. Grammar in general 
is cleared <^ that egregious fallacy which assumefl^ 
that Every Adjective Verb signifies both the Actkm 
ejppressed by itself and the Verb Substantive together; 
while the office of the implied Substantive Verbf im 
such case, is not supposed to be that of being '% 
Sign of the Existence of the Agents but to be that of 
ASSiiHTiNo THE Adjectiye Act, — than which, it 
is not easy to imagine a more deplorable penrei^ 
sion of reason, or a confusion in Grammy monQ 
discreditable to philosophy. 
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As the accoimt which I have now given of tb9 
Nature of the Verb Substantive is, in substaocci^ 
the same as that which I had hazarded in my 
previous work, which appeared I believe nearly 
three years antecedent to the publication of JOn 
Murray's " History of the European Languages;^ 
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and as I certainly had no knowledge of the spe- 

cnlatipna of this eminent Etymologist, until the 

posthumous appearance of these his labors; it is 

impossible that my judgment, or imagination, could 

have been biassed by any thing he has advanced 

therein. It must therefore, I apprehend, be matter 

of satisfaction, especially to those who may, on 

this subject, be more inclined to confide in etymo* 

Ipgical evidence than in reasoning a priori^ to find 

lliat the Principles which I have here laid down, 

prove to be in a very remarkable unison with the 

grammatical conceptions of those early Teutonic 

Tri|>e8 of men, whose Speech has been recognised 

as forming the Source or Original, not only of our 

ownandof other kiadred Tongues, but also of the 

Ijatiiiy and Greek, and other learned Languages of 

cuitiquity. In the appeal to this etymological con- 

senty moreover, it will appear, that the learned Lan- 

gpiages, with all their just pretensions, have not, any 

ixiore than other and meaner dialects, improved upon« 

bmt^ on the contrary have remarkably sunk behwj the 

Tiatnral reason or Grammar of those early Tribes. 

die same time, it will come out, that, although 

conception entertained of the Verb Substantive, 

of other So-called Neuter Verbs, by these Pri- 

EKiitive Tribes, was Generically right ; it was, how* 

e^rer, maired by a Specific error^ which will be ex*- 

plained farther on : And thus it will appear, as 

ndight well have been expected, that the rationality 

which guided those Hordes, in their understanding 

of Language, was neither certain nor uniform. 

I la the ^' Facts and Illustrations^'' annexed to the 

I Anal. R 

\ 
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First Volume of Dr. Murray's History, (page 340,) 
he expresses himself in the following terms. 

^' All Verbs which express a fixed, immoveable 
'*or settled state, arise from Verbs which signified 
** the contrary." 

He, then, enumerates some examples of this 
fact ; and proceeds, in page 342, to add the fol- 
lowing observations. 

'^ I have given the above illustration of neater 
** verbs to shew, that, by the original construction 
*'of language they are all active. I stand, I sit, 
** I am, may be expressive of states, unconnected 
'Mn idea with action; but I stand, literally signi- 
** fied, in old times, Ic staoenda-a, / am setting 
** my feeti not I remain in the state of having set 
" them ; Ic sig-ta, I perform the act of sitting, or 
^' I sit down voluntarily and actively. Ic am, for 
"Ic siGM or Sum, denoted 1 move, I actively 
"live in a place, a word analogous to Ic big, I 
" dwell, I cultivate, I stir, I lie." 
. Thus we have the fact put indubitably in evi- 
dence, that mere natural unassisted reason had Very 
early led mankind to understand, that the Veri 
TO EXIST does not signify a Quiescent STATE,biit Wd 
Action. And, precisely according to what I have 
myself asserted from Principles a priofi, they 
classed ** I am," " I be,** along with all those Verbs 
which in any vay connect Subjects with Sp&ce, ds 
** Imove^ — " I actively live in a placed — " I stir "^--^ 
" I cultivate:' 

In fact, it may be laid down, as a Principle in 
Language, that Every Action which in any way 
connects a Subject with Place is a Modification 
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cfihe Action ofejnsting : And, bence^ Every Verb 
expressiye of such Action (as, for example, the 
Verb to Uve^ to standi to sit, to walk^ to move^ or any 
other such) is a Modification of the Verb Substantive. 
It is not a little to be admired, therefore, that the 
primitive men of nature should have viewed this 
grammatical fact with a rationality which places 
the Logic of the Latins and the Greeks in a truly 
unenviable light. 

The only fault of the natural reason of those 
untaught men was, that, after having rightly con- 
ceived the general nature of the Verb Substantive, 
and of Other Analogous Verbs, €Ls being significant 
^.Action,' they, at least in some cases, mistook 
the Real and Urdversal Accusative to these Verbs ; 
and, instead of discerning that it was necessarily 
no. other than Some Mode of Space, (or of Time) 
they erroneously assumed the Agent to be, by a 
certain fiction, his ozvn Object : Thus, instead of 
*^ I sit," or " I sit upon the Ground," they said, ** / 
•*iMw setting my feet :" Which expression, although 
it exhibits no violation of grammatical rule, asserts 
a gross fallacy in fact and partakes of the illogical- 
siess, or sheer nonsense rather, of those Languages 
"which affect to say, " Thou sleepest 7%ee," — 
** Thou WAhKEST Theer 

Here, I think, I might safely invoke every Phi- 
losopher, who was ever intentionally true to the 
istandard of reason ; and ask him. Would he con- 
sent, for a moment, to desert that standard, by ad- 
mitting that we can suffer Grammar (Universal or 
X^hilosophical Grammar) to be debased into any 
Conventional Structure, or System, which glaringly 
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yiolates, or contradicts, the Necessary Principles 
of Reason thas demonstrated? Yet such is the 
despotism of Scholastic prejudice — such our im- 
pHcit subjugation to the Assumptions of a System 
which we have been early taught to ▼enerate,^-*- 
that, we find, the genius of Dr. Murray himsdlf 
was not awakened, even by all the etymological 
fight of his own researches, to a discernment of the 
gross absurdity of that Grammatical Stmctave^ 
which I am now laboring to explode. On i the 
contrary, he appears to have considered the depri- 
vadon of the Verb Substantive of its Real and Ra» 
tional Office of expressing an Acf ion, and the 
assamption of it to express a State, as being mm 
IMPROVEMENT in Language ; and thus he^ in aii^ 
other instance (besides the one to which I have at 
ready alluded,) virtually advocates the contend- 
TIONAL power OR OPTION of man, to make Lan- 
guage take on whatever Structure any particular 
People may contrive, or conjure up. 

All Verbs'" (says this author, Vol. 1. page .56.) 
were naturally actives; no provision had been 
** made for designating a passive State. I bear, 
** I suffer, I tolerate, I stand, sit, sleep, die^ and 
every other word pertaining to a fixed, passive^ 
or inanimate condition, were active in form, aiad, 
** as it should seem, to a certain degree, in idea. 
*' Besides the neuter sense, which such Verbs, as 
are now mentioned, gradually acquired, a new 
voice was invented in every verb, to be called 
** the Middle, Reciprocal, or Proper, at the plea^ 
** sure of Grammarians." 
I trust it will be admitted, by every one who 
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pretends to take rationality for hja gaide» that it 
presents a lucid spot in the Grammar of our early 
Teatonic Ancestors, that, by them^ **no pravUian 
** had been made" (among Verbs) " for designat- 
«< ing a Passive State." And, as for the ** in- 
^ TENTiON OF A NEW VOICE," by thoso kamed 
nations which came after them ; to be called the 
^ Middkf Reciprocal^ or Proper;' I apprehend, that 
sach an instance of sinking in the scale of reason, 
from the standard example set them by the ^* Bar- 
** barian^' in question, cannot readily be paralleled 
m the history of the Human Mind. 

I propose to shew, hereafter, by what sort of 
Sign Any State can logically be signified ; and, 
that this Sign can consist. Not in a Verb at all, bat 
in an Adverb signifying the Subject as actively 
POSSESSING OR OCCUPYING the State meant to be 
expressed. 

It will not have escaped the notice of the reader, 
that, in a passage already quoted. Dr. Murray 
asserts, that the Verbs now in question expressed 
an active state only '* in old times;'* and, that, at 
present^ the Verbs " / stand, I sit, I am, may be 
^ expressive of states unconnected in idea with ac^ 
** Hon" It is against this violation of rationality 
that I direct the principal force of the observations 
^hich have now been stated, and which I hope 
must appear sufficiently effectual. 

Here I remark, that the So-called Middle, Re- 
ciprocal, or Proper 'Voice, unworthy though it is in 
itself of a logical commentary, may claim a few ob- 
servations here, on account of the manner in which 
it has been advocated. Dr. Murray observes. 
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that ^* it literally described the Verb to be perfonor 
ed upon the actor." And he adds, that it '' was 
transferred in Greece, India, and Germany, to 
" the passive." — He again says, that " this voice, 
** being formed in a manner too intricate for conti- 
*^ nual imitation, was corrupted by the Visigoths, 
^* and relinquished by the later Germans, for the 
^* easier method of circumlocution." And, upoB 
this, he adds, ** I venture to restore the Visigothie 
** passive, from a comparison of its parts with, the 
" Greek and Sanscrit." 

Here I refer the reader to Dr. Murray's work, 
for the restoration of the Visigothic : But I insert & 
quotation of the English which he has given of it^ 
in order that the competent reader may judge, 
how far such a Structure of Language is logical, 
or worthy of resuscitation. 

" I lay on, or to, myself." 
I speak to myself." 
I cling to myself." 
Now every person is doubtless aware that a^ 
man may, certainly, lay on^ or to, himself; — may 
speak to himself; — or may cling to himself But the 
reader will take notice^ that these are Not the 
Sort of Actions, or Things, meant by Dr. Mur- 
ray to be signified in the expressions now quoted : 
On the contrary, the Things meant to be signified 
are, what are called States, or, at least, *^ Int 
** TRANSITIVE AcTs" — I //e, I speak, I cling. 

In order to stamp the manifest irrationality of 
this restored Visigothic, it is only necessary to ob- 
serve, that, according to it, (besides the fallacy of 
fact involved,) we must make use of the same jca^ 
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prusion to signify, generally, I lay, I speak, or I 
cling; and to signify I lay myself ^ I speak to 
fnjfselff or I cling to myself: on which latter Actions 
are real and specific acts, of^which Myself \& the prch 
per Crrammatical Object or Accusative. 

'In fine. From what has been advanced in the 
present subsection, in addition to what had been 
laid down in the preceding one, it follows, that 
All Verbs whatever are of One Same Ge- 
KiRAL Nature ; and, that all pretended differ- 
ences, in Sorts of Verbs^ are wholly void of any 
foundation in reason. It will be shewn, in its 
proper place, that this Rule holds good, as well 
with respect to Auxiliary or what are called In- 
cipient Verbs, as in the case of any other Verbs in 
Langtoiage. 

I iiave asserted, in a former part of this work, 
that tlie real Structure of Speech is a thing emi- 
nently simple. And the Grammatical General 
Principle which has resulted from the analysis just 
now concluded, affords a striking example of the 
iitithof this remark. 
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SECTION SECOND. 

OF THE UNIVERSAL NEUTRALITY OF VERBS.— BRIEF ANALY- 
SIS OF THE NATURE OF PHYSICAL ACTION, AS BEING THE 
OBJECT SIGNIFIED BY A LARGE PROPORTION OF YERBSL 

The error, which it is the object of the present 
Section to remove from the doctrines of Philoso- 
phical Grammar, exhibits another cqnspicQoas 
example of the result of overlooking and violating 
the Structure of Relatives and Relation, ill . at- 
tempting to erect the Structure of Language. : Ilie 
brevity requisite, in order to admit a consideratkm 
of the different topics to be entertained in this 
work, demands that I proceed to the subJMt 
without farther preface. 

Vekbs are the Signs of Actions. This is a 
Principle of Grammar settled by universal consent. 
But Actions are not Active : and, conaequently, 
the Signs of Actions cannot be Active. HoWp 
then, has it happened, that all Grammarians, with- 
out exception, have entertained a doctrine of Ac* 
tive Verbs? 

As it is a self-evident truth, of the most obvious 
kind, that an Action, considered in itself, cannot 
be Active, (that is to say, unless we consider it in 
a Secondary Character wherein it becomes an 
Agent of Some Other Action, as when we say, 
" Watching exhausts,'' or " Sleeping restores^ 
" a man,") it would be a waste of time to add any 
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tiling farther tritb a view to render this truth 
more manifeilt than it stands in its own primitive 
aspect. U remains, therefore, only to examine, 
Whether the sensCf in which Grammarians have oni* 
formly entertained this doctrine of Active Verbs, 
can be so understood, or modified, as to do away 
ttie apparent gross absurdity of the assumption. I 
have already given notice, in a for^;oing Section, 
that I should entertain this question, as bearing 
i^n that concemii^ Verbs considered as Con- 
nectives. 

According to Dr. Lowth, *' The Verb Active is 
^' called also Transitive ; because the Action pass- 
^'eth over to the Object, or hath an effect upon 
'< sonie other thing : and the Verb Neuter is called 
^ Iiitrsttisitive ; because Ih^ effect is confined within 
^ the Agent, and doth not pass oven" 

Now with regard to the phrase*—" passeth 

'' over" — as contained in this passage, although it 

coidd not, with the least propriety, be employed 

in any loose or ambiguous sense in a Treatise of 

X^Miguage ; or be used in any sense, except that in 

Mrhich a Many or a Boatf is said to pass over a rir 

^er ; yet, there certainly is a loose or popular ac* 

^eptation, by which the expression of Bidhop 

Il«owth might be supposed to import that a Verb 

Extends over from a Nominative to an Accusa- 

^ve Noun, just as a Brieve extends over a riner 

f^itm Bank to Bank. Let us, therefore, critically 

famine. Whether it is possible that the phrase in 

question was meant by Dr. Lowth in this sense. 

We may popularly assert of the Girth of a 

^ Anal. s 
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Horse, when it is buckled round the animal, that it 
PASSES under his body : Or, of the Belt of a Sol* 
dier, that it passes overhm shoulder. At the same 
time,' it is manifest, that thie Girth^ or helt^.doesnot 
MOVE or PASS at all f and the expression thus em- 
ployed, although it is perfectly intelligible, is indis- 
putably the assertion of a fiction or untruth, 
ariising very naturally from our speakitig with re- 
ference to the operation or motion which usually 
takes place when the Bandage in question is fast- 
ened upon its wearer. But I hardly need observe^ 
that it is not possible Dr. Lowth could have meant 
the phrase in that quiescent sense in which we ap* 
ply it to a Girthy or Belt; and which, (if he did,) 
tvould agree with the passing or ea^tending of a 
Bridge from Bank to Bank : because he and kll 
other Grammarians have manifested their real 
meaning, with critical precision, by the use of the 
word ** Transitive." 

The Belt of a Soldier, like the Subject that wear» 
it, is a Transitory being ; it passes away in Time. 
But no person — not even any of those who would 
say that a man's Belt passes over his shoulder — 
would also say that his Belt is "Transitive,'* 
which would mean, that, in its station and office of a 

Belty it PASSES OVER OR ACTUALLY MOVES IN 

Space. 

But even the critical expression— 7Vtf;i^'ttt;e — 
was not requisite to prove, beyond all question^ 
what is the real sense in which the phrase passetb 
OVER is meant by Grammarians ; since it has al- 
ready been insisted upon, that Grammarians admit 
of No Verb as being a Copula or Bridge from a 
Nominative to an Accusative ^oww- 
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• Jnx)m these considerations, therefore, it is perw 
fecti J cottclasive, that Biebop Lowth and All Other 
writers on the Sabject have supposed an Action 
to pass wer^ from its Agent to its Object, in the 
same sense that a Boat crosses a ferry and arrives 
at the opposite side. 

* Besides the manifest certainty of this fact, more- 
OTer; we are enabled to assign the cause of it. This 
canse I apprehend to be, evidently, the uniform 
assamption of Logicians, that an Action is Nor 
thing but an Energy, of that Single Subject 
which they call the Agent. J^ow this assumption I 
must impeach, here, as being a fallacy of vast mag- 
nitude and moment, in its logical and grammatical 
consequences ; insomuch, that I had intended to 
enter into a full exposition of it in the work which 
has already been repeatedly referred to, and which 
treats of various First Truths, analogous to that in 
question. But 1 was then under a necessity to 
postpone the matter: And, even on the present 
occasion, the Subject can only be entertained 
w sach a compressed view of it as appeal^ to 
be sufficient for the purpose of a Treatise of 
drammar. 

In strictness, indeed, the question concerning 
the Activity, or Neutrality, of Verbs does not de- 
pend upon the question whether, or not, we ought 
to call an Accusative or Suffering Subject by the 
Name of a Patient, or by that of a Co- Agent; 
but it depends merely upon thefact^ whether an Ac- 
cusafwe or Suffering Subject must be concern edj 

BEFORE AN AcTION CAN EXIST. But I SUppOSC 

that the General Nature of Language will* be 
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I 

• 

placed in a much dealer light, by my fttating here 
1^ brief analysifi of the Nature pf Action, Ui oppoo^ 
tion to the existing doctrine entertained by Jjh 
gicians on the Sul\ject To the PhilQfK>phw of 
Language the matter cannot be unimportant if the 
Principles laid down be found valid. And those 
who may be only interested in Grammar to a li^ 
mited extent, may confine their attention to tho 
example of Action which I propose to states iii tb9 
close of this article, and which, I conceive, involve9^ 
the only fact upon which the Universal NeutralitjT' 
of Verbs depends. 

The investigation, I conceive, independent of it^ 
immediate purpose, will furnish a very impressivf^ 
example of the existing state of General liOgiCj in. 
its doctrine concerning Action. 

In proceeding to this analysis, it is proper in 
the first place to observe, that it is the nature c^ 
Physical Action alone that is to be considered in it 
At the same time, it is to be held in mind, a^ WW 
formerly shewn in treating of Relation, thfft All 
Relations whatever are Actions ; and that AU Ac- 
tions are of One Same Gemral Nature. 

According both to Locke and to HanifH-^ 
(Nances little given to agree in Philosophical dis- 
quisition, though both were writers on Logic ami 
on Grammar) — ^Action is assumed to be Notbipg 
but an Enbroy of Some Simolje Subject : And tbo 
Two Word» — ^Action and ENi^ROY-^are emp)o]>* 
ed as being strictly synonymous or convertible. 
The doctrine of these two writers, moreovoTf 
might serve, if necessary, as the Creed of all other 
authors on the Subject. 
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cAoMrdii^ ta, Jh. Hotton, in fan Mathanatical 
Dktmmaryf ^ Action, in Mechanics or Pbysicty is 
^ ft tortn used to denote, sometimes tfae eflbrt which 
9^ 8(Hne body or power exerts against another body 
'* or power, sometimes it denotes the efl^ts re^ 
^ndting from such effort. -' — ''Agent is that by 
which a thing is done or effected, or any thing 
having a power by which it acts upon another 
^* called the Patient, or by its Action induces 
••dome change in iC' 

According to Dr. Reid, who, as a Metaphysi- 
cian, has written very particularly on the nature of 
PcweVj and who opposes one of the views of 
Ixicke upon this subject, '' The name of a Cause, 
•^ and of an Agents is properly given to that being 
only, which, by its active power, produces some 
change in itself, or in some other being. The 
change, whether it be of thought, of will, or^ of 
motion, is the effect. Active power, therefore, is 
a quality in the Cause, which enables it to 
produce the effect. And the exertion of that 
active power, in producing the effect, is called 
Action, Agency i Efficiency J' 
Here, then, we have it, unequivocally, accord- 
Ji^ to Dr. Reid, in perfect concurrence with all the 
<itfier anthorities herein cited, First, that Activie 
Power is a Quality f which is true, indeed; 
And^ iVer/, that the Exertion of this Quality is 
esMed Action. According to this doctrine, there- 
fove^ it is plain, that the Object or Accusative Noun 
is Any f^i is excluded from having any concern 
m tfae existence of the Action signified by that 
Verib. 
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V Hence, according to the Logic and Grammar 
ivhich now. prevails, virhen a Gaiflioti propels a 
Ball toward the wall of a besi^ed Place ; the'Ac^ 
tion of battering that Place is complete ther mo- 
ment the Gun, or the Powder, has exerted its 
int^ded energy. This doctrine, however, I cbiifi«^ 
dently deny. And I affirm, that, not only 'mosA: 
the Wall be Struck before the Action can exist ; bnC: 
also that, in a strict Logical and GrammaticaB 
sense, the Place, so struck, is as much an Agcnt^ 
as is the Cannon, or Instrument by which it is as — 
saulted. :»- 


m • • • 

, In order that the general principle, upon which. 
J propose to argue the nature of Action, may be a^ 
once apprehended, so as to enable a reader very** 
readily, to understand all that is to follow, I ob- 
serve in this place, that there are Three Diflferent 
Views in which any Physical Action may be con- 
templated : 

Firsts Ap a Physical Action. 
Secondly f As a Moral Action. 
Thirdly J As a Logical Action. 

. Now Universal Grammar, if it can be erected 
into a Science; (and, that: it can, I hold to be 
most certain,;) must undeniably belong to theDe-* 
partment of > Logic ; And it is the business, there- 
fore, of THIS kind; of Grammar, to view the NBtnre 
pf Action only in so far as it is ea^lusively a Logical 
Subject. This consideration, which I must insist 
upon as being pisgramount and imperative, will pre- 
sent to us Action under an aspect vastly diffo^nt 
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from that which it usually displays, either, in, its 
Moral or its Physical exbibitiqp. While it is cer- 
tain, that Grammarians and Philosophers have 
been accustomed, to contemplate it only in its two 
last mentioned characters ; or, rather, chiefly, if not 
altogether, in its Moral aspect. 

This being premised ; I proceed to shew by 
what means Grammarians, viewing the subject in 
the light just mentioned, have introduced the ut- 
most degree of confusion into the reputed Struc- 
ture of Language. 

~ It is quite manifest, from the evidence of Logi- 
cal writers already cited, that ftot only the Gram- 
marians, but the Logicians also, have founded 
their doctrine of Action upon the contemplation.'Oi 
its Moral Nature. Now, in the Moral contem^ 
plation of Action, it is of primary importance to 
distinguish only the Voluntary Agent or Aggressor ; 
because the Moral Quality of the Action must be 
ascribed to him alone. And it is merely in analor 
gy with this fact, that, in any case of Physical 
Action between Two Inanimate Subjects, we as- 
cribe Agency exclusively to the Subjept that Moves 
to Another^ i. e. that is supposed to be an Assailant* 
Hence it is, that either the Voluntary or the Lead- 
ing Co- Agent, of Any Action, has uniformly been 
assumed, by Philosophers, to be the Sole Agent : 
While the following Co- Agent has, as constantly, 
received the denomination of a Patient. , : > 

. But, in the face of this doctrine, it is a self-evi- 
dent necessary truth, which will not admit, of a 
moment's denial, or hesitation, that a So-called Pa-^^ 
tknt of an Action, (inasmuch as it MVSTOhoperate, 



144 OF VERBS. [ohap.1 

BEFORE the Action can exist,) is^ in a strict logical 
sense, as much an Agent or Cause of dutt 
Action, as the Subject usually called the Agent 
And this truth forms a Fundamental Principlb 
IN THE Nature op a Verb ; because a Verb A 
always, of necessity, the sign of an Action or Uiik 
of Connection between Two Co-Agents. 

At the same time that I assert the Principle of 
Action now liaid down, it is to be observed, that 
Either, or Both, the Co- Agents of an Action 
MAY also be Patients or Sufferers from thai 
Same Action. But, along with this, it is to be 
widely distinguished, that the being a Sufferer ki 
a vastly different Thing from being a Pollowinci' 
Co- Agent, of' Any Action ; insomuch, that the 
fact of Suffering, although it may be, to all hunma 
observation, strictly contemporaneous with the Aic<^ 
tion in question, is in reality subsequent to it, and Bk 
a fact altogether extrinsic to the Action. Thus if a 
man happen to fall upon a child, or upon any 
small animal ; be may kill, or hurt, this animal, and 
may remain himself unhurt : But, if he fall upon a 
stone; himself may be killed, or hurt, and the 
stone, to appearance, remain unaltered. Now^ in 
both these cases alike, the Action in question is 
that of Collision between Two Bodies ; and, in the 
one case, the Two Co- Agents are the man and the 
child ; while, on the other, they are the man aftd 
the stone. But in neither of these Actions, 
strictly considered, is there Any Sufferer : for the 
child in the first case, and the man in the second, 
has become a Patient or Sufferer only in 
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ttBSULT OR coKSEQU£NC£ of that Acthn in Which 
he had, as a Go- Agent, performed his part. 

It could not in the least degree tend to invali- 
date this argument, if any one were to observe 
here, that there is in reality no interval of 
4hne between a Cause and its lEtkct: Nor, even, 
could it avail, if it were contended, (which how- 
ever I deem to be a fallacy) that a Cause and its 
JSffi^ct are things strictly contemporaneous. It is 
enough that, in the Necessary Structure of our 
Ideas, we must distinguish a Cause from an Effect, 
as being Two Different Things, and Not Parts of 
4he Same Thing. And, quite independent of this, 
^ere is no Axiom in Philosophy that can stand 
Jbigher than that which connects Every Related 
^Subject with its Correlate Subject^ by a Link of Ac- 
"tion which makes Each of the Subjects equally a 
4^o»Agent. 

^ In thfe example just now given it has been seen, 
^at a Physical Assailant may be the sufferer from 
3iis own assault. And I have observed, that 
JBoTH the Co- Agents of Any Such Action may be 
^ofierers from their mutual Energies. I now add, 
idiat they may, in such case, be Equal Sufferers : 
«nd, hereupon, I would ask, What becomes of the 
doctrine of " Agent and Patient," in any event 
^^f this description ? 

Thus, for example, if Two Billiard Balls, or 

TTwo Bodies of Any Similar Size and Shape, come, 

^th equal iatnd opposite velocities, into cpUision ; 

BOTH the Bodies might be equally indented j and 

hotii might move with precisely opposite and 

Anal T 
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equal forces. Such a feet, indeed, may never hap* 
pen, in a strict philosophical sense ; but it is a hei 
as possibkf and as fit for our present argument^ as if 
it were an every-day occurrence. In such casei 
then, the Grammarian, (and the Logician also,) 
would be utterly puzzled to resolve the Tuh^ Sub* 
jects engaged in the Action, into an Agent and a 
Patient. 

I suppose this last example exhibits the^doo* 
trine of Agent and Patient, or of Singu 
Agency, in a light so strikingly absurd, that il 
cannot be requisite to take up farther time m 
exploding it 

Upon this ground, therefore, I venture to remsurk^ 
that the Phraseology (for it is the Phraseob^ altmeP 
of the Newtonian Doctrine of Action participated 
in the common error of the Logicians. In thafc- 
doctrine it is affirmed, that Action is eqaidkd 
by Re-Action : And this phraseology answers 
perfectly well for the purpose of the MechanicaL 
Philosopher : But, if it be employed as a Phrase im 
General Logic^ I must insist that it is erroneous : 
for it implies, that, in a Single Fact of Collision \ms 
tween Any Two Bodies, there exist Two IHffereui 
Actions between the One Pair of Related Subjecte; 
It is to be granted, indeed^ that Two bodies, in 
apparent Collision, may be supposed to perform Two 
Bi^tinet Actijons ; and, if this were the meaning 
of the Newtonian Phrase, it would then be strict- 
ly a logical one. But I must conclusively asMrt; 
that Etwy One Action demands the Enca^gies of 
Two Co^Agents : And | humbly conceive, theie* 
fore, that the real fact of the Newtonian doctrine 
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18, 4hfttp in Every Actiok, £kcbo v ii equalled bjf 
Rs*£nergy. 

. These observations lead me to a final consideria- 
Uoii of the Nature of Action. And here, thereforet 
I observe, that we must not suffer the Newtonian 
theory^ or Any Physical Theory whatever^ how high 
soevar may be its claims to truth of fact, to inter-^ 
iFiene, or obtrude itself, into Any Course of Reason'^ 
iMg'fhnn the Necessary Structure of our Ideas ; Be- 
c«tase» if we did so, it must inevitably prove a stum^ 
bling block to our conclusions. In point of fact^ 
ve do not know whether Action is carried on by 
what we call Energies : Neither do we know what 
die term Energies preciisely means. But this we do 
Imow— ^namely — that Action is Some Link of 
Ck>NN£CTioN BETWEEN Two Related Subjects ; and 
tf the Thing that makes Ttoo Relative Subjects^ of 
the Otherwise Absolute Subjects in question. 
. From this view of the Nature of Action^ there 
certainly are Sbme Actions of which we can give the 
LOGICAL BEAsox, and which are, in/act. Physical 
Actions; although we can demonstrate their Na- 
tnrey as Actions, only because they happen to be 
mt merely Physical Results, but also at the same 
time Necessary Results. This identification of 
the Objects of Physical Science with Those of 
Demonstrative Science, is a matter so entirely 
foreign to the notions of Philosophers on the Sub- 
jecty that I should not have ventured to touch upon 
it» here, if I had not previously suggested and treat- 
ed theinatter at large in another work. But, upon 
tiie strength of what is advanced in that work, I 
may now observe, as an illustration of the present- 
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argument^ that Evebt Visible Linb which we 
perceive is a Physical Action of the Mbetims 
of Tux) contrasted Colors : although, in such case, 
No EXERTION OF Enebgies between the Two Cokrs 
is to be supposed; but the Result is merely a Necessary 
Product of the Contiguity of Two of Our Own Seii<« 
SATiONS. And, while we never can confound apw* 
ceived Line, with the Two Colors between whidi 
it is thus necessarily produced ; we never can be in 
the least doubt as to the truth and necessity of the 
Line's being the Link or Cause which connects 
the Two Colors, as Two Related Subjects, in the 
case in question* 

Such, I apprehend, is a logical example of Ac« 
TioN, complete in its evidence, and divested of 
every extraneous fact or circumstance. 

To this example may be added, that Every Uy^ 
pothetical Line of Contiguity between Two Defineef 
Mathematical Subjects, is a Hypothetical Actioit 
of touching, or meeting, precisely of the Sam^ 
Geficral Nature as that of a Visible Line between^ 
Two Colors. 

It may be proper, in this place, (in order to cor^ 
rect or guide the imagination of a reader,) to ob^ 
serve, that An Action, as it has been defined, or 
demonstrated, in this work, is a Thing which may 
not, on a first view of it, appear to coincide altoge* 
Iher with the Structure of a Bridge; to which lastp^ 
mentioned fixed and neutral Object I have all 
along uniformly likened both Action and its Sign-^ 
a. Verb. An Action, (as has already appeared) 
is a Meeting ; and it is, therefore, a Connectiok 
of Contiguity between Some Two Things, pa 



SIC. a.] OFV£tlB9. ]4» 

the dher hand, a BaiDOE, in the ordinary sense 
of this term, is a Connection Not of Contiguity, 
bnt of Separation, between Some Two Tbii^. 
The Modification of each of these Two Sorts of 
Bridgeis such, that Objects may pass over,oronder, ' 
an Ordinary Bridge, but Objects cannot pass over, 
«r onder, an Action. This difference being explain^ 
ed ; I now observe, that an Action is nevertheless, 
in a true Generic sense^ a Bridge : because, Every 
Action is a Logical Link of Connection between 
Some Two Things ; and the mere fact of the con- 
TTiGuiTY, or the actual separation, of the Two 
Things, thus connected, is merely a specific difier* 
cnce, and a subordinate consideration. This truth 
lieing manifest and indisputable ; all that remains 
to be said upon this distinction, is to remind a 
reader, that when in the sequel of the work I come 
io snpply a Diagram of the Structure of Speech, 
and shall therein depict Verbs as being of that 
sort of Bridge which separates their Piers or 
Supporters ; I shall do this only for the sake of 
illustration, and allowance will have to be made^ 
in the imagination, for the necessity of this ex* 
pedient 

After the exposition now given of the subject, 
I trust it is altogether out of the question to sup- 
pose Action to be a thing of a Pouble or Two* 
FOLD Nature. At the same time, if allowance be 
made for the Newtonian Phrase^ the Newtonian 
Doctrine manifestly agrees with the view of the 
subject which is herein laid down, against that of 
the Logicians. Thus, When we press a seal upon 
yielding wax \ a Logician would tell us, that the 
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Seal is an Ag£nt» and the ^a>t* a PAti£nt, <tf thia 
Action : Put a Newtonian would affirm, that. Aoth 
the Seal and the Was are, in this case, squally 
Agents ; and he would justly argue, that, if the 
Wax did not Act, as well as the Seal, the latter 
would fwt impress^ but would pa^ through and di$' 
sipate^ the former. 



I return, now, to the consideration of the Granf^ 
matical Doctrine of Bishop Lowth and of ^1 other 
writers on the subject; It is very manifest, that it 
is the supposition of Logicians that an Action i9 
merely an Energy or Emanation, as it were 
SHOT out or ejected from Some Single Sulh' 
ject called The Agent, (which Energy is oip^ 
posed, and perhaps justly supposed, to be Ac<» 
tive, or Motive,) that has led to the Unifonm 
Doctrine of Active Verbs ; since a Verb, beings 
the Grammatical Sign of Action, must partake of^ 
the Nature of the Thing which it represents. But 
it has been rigorously demonstrated, that Action 
is a Thing infinitely different from Energy, or 
from Any Attribute of One Single Subject; 
because it is a Meeting between Two Energies, 
r-or Some Two Things : And, unless the analysis 
now stated shall be invalidated, it would be as 
grossly illogical to confound Action with Ener- 
gy, as it would be to confound two Mathematical 
Surfaces, or Solids^ with their Comjnon lane of 
Contiguity ; than which, no Two Objects in Geome- 
try are more distinct, or different, jn the logical 
conceptions we form of them, respectively. 
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In'fine.'^If we take a ciase in which Agency ban) 
be aupposed more than in any other to belong to 
One only of the Two Related Subjects engaged in' 
ail Action, we shall find, that this^^ase, as much aif 
any other, falls under One Same Universal Law. . 
Thus, If we suppose a Ball dischqfged from the 
Month of a Cannon, and propelled to Any Dis* 
tance (liet it be Fifty Yards,) in Void Space. This 
Motion of the Ball is a Species of Action; although,' 
n an ordinary physical sense, it would not be 
called an Action, since there is no Subject that di- 
vecdy Or obviously resists it : for it is an Action bf 
Ae'Ball with Space. And here, if in any case^ 
the Ball might be assumed to be the Solie Agent 
€>f the Action* But I affirm, that, in a strict logical 
, Space is as much a Cch Agent of this Action,, 
the Ball is : For an Action of Moving lifty 
Y/irds^ is an Action which takes place onl^y ths 
3I0MEMT AFTER the fi^irthest edge of the Ball bad 
mrrioedat and met that Part of Space which is 
JFifty Yards beyond the Part from which it started. 
n¥e may, indeed, suppose the Ball to move from 
jSome Energy : but its Action, in the present case, 
consists in Nothing but its changing of Relations 
^th the Parts of Space ; and Space is a necessary 
^md manifest Co- Agent, in Every Change of this 
Jdnd which Any Object makes. 

I hardly need observe, that if we here bring m 

the power of gravitation, the resistance of the air, 

or any other cause, for stopping the Ball ; we shall 

ibns give a character to the Action which I had 

excluded by the previous terms. And any such 

new Subject even if introduced, could only serve, 



Ifig OF VERBS. [CHAF. t. 

(instead of Spaced aa a Second Co- Agent of ihe 
Action. The object, here, is merely to illustrate 
the nature of Action as being necessarily Some- 
7HXMG — Some Meeting — between Two Sub- 
jects. 

The result of the analysis now stated, is^ that 
Activity (and Passivity also) does not and can- 
not belong to Verbs. Activity and Passivity are 
Attributes of Nouns only : And it would be a 
deplorable perseverance in absurdity if ^ the fokrce 
of prejudice^ or habit, should be able to uphold 
the doctrine of Active Verbs in Philosophical 
Grammar.* 

^ The doctrine of Active Verbs has been acquiesced in, or fa- 
ther advocated^ bjMr.Tooke; and is entered into with xeal 
by Dr. Murray : Which, indeed, might naturally be expected^ 
from the Logic they respectively entertained with regard to tbf 
Category of Relatives and Relation. 
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for by the Verb and by what has herein been as- 
serted concerning it. 

Each of the Other Two Objects in question is 
what may be called Artificial; it being formed, or 
completed, by the Abstractive Faculty of the Mind^ 
parting off, in idea, a certain portion of the Natural 
Object first <iescribed. Thus, although iii the con- 
templation of Any Action it is necessary to contem- 
plate Each of its Co- Agents along with itself, since 
No Action can ever exist without Two Go-Agents 
to ierve as its supporters ; yet, by the Abstractive 
Power of the Mind, we can divide this Natural 
Object into departments, and can contemplate 
£ither of the Co- Agents as being in a certain 
State with respect to the Action, without taking 
into this Complex Idea the Other Co-Ageat, or yet 
taking in a complete view of the Action in question, 
'^bich last cannot be had without introducing the 
Idea of the Other Co-Agent. 

From the description now given, it will appear, 
-that, whereas Every Action is a Specieis of 
Bridge between Two Piers' or Supporters; So 
Every Leadings and likewise Every Following Co^ 
Ageni of an Action, when it is thus viewed as ab- 
stracted, and is contemplated as annexed only to 
its Own peculiar State with respect to this 
Action, may be compared to the Arm of a Sign-post, 
which projects out from One Only . Supj^er. 
Thus, for example, if we say "Peter strikes 
-Richard;" we have herein a Bridge of Action; 
and this Bridge of Action is rationally signified 
by placing a Noun of Action as a Bridge between 
Two -Nouns - Substantive or Piers of Langus^. 
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to this I add, that Speech ought still, and always, 
to be eminently (and as its main object) adapted 
to express this intercourse. But at the same time 
I affirm, that, as for the existing doctrine of Verbs, 
it could never have found a toleration, or an ori- 
gin, except owing to the profound ignorance of 
mankind with r^ard to the real nature of the 
Hiing of which Every Verb is a Sign* And it 
would now be a darkness no less deplorable, in 
any Grammarian of the present day, to stand up 
and defend the doctrine in question, upon a plea 
that Language was not made for Logicians ; tiian 
it would have been in one of our early Saxon or 
Gothic Ancestors to have stood up, in his native 
hovel, and scouted every improvement in the Art 
of Building, upon a plea that Houses, or Ships, 
are not made for Mathematicians. 

The real truth of the matter is, that the Ic^cal 
proofs which have been in the foregoing articles 
laid down, that Verbs are Signs which are neither 
formed to represent, nor are capable of represent- 
ing. Actions in that particular view of them called 
Moraly but are necessarily constructed to signify 
Action in its complete nature and aspect, present 
no objection, nor obstacle whatever, to our signi- 
fying a Moral, or Any Other Partial View of Ac- 
tion: Which we can signify, most simply and 
beautifully, by a Logical Sign belonging to a very 
different Part of Speech ; and to which, I appre^ 
hend, we must resort, unless we resolve to biecome 
martyrs to a strange generosity, and be content to 
wear a cap and bells of Reason, merely because 
the oversight, or the negligence, of Logicians has 
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bitberio chanced to fix it upon U8« I shall ihero- 

fore appropriate the present article to a suggestion 

of what appears to be indicated as being requisite 

in this case. 

Mrstf then, I observe, that the Whole purpose 
and business of Language is to signify the Related 

Obfects in the Universe and the Relations between 
4hem. Multitudinous, or Infinite, as may appear 
<be Number and the Variety of Things which 
Speech is capable of expressing ; they are all com- 
prehended under this one single proposition. 

Secondly. In consequence of the truth just now 
laid down, we have need to divide the Objects of 

Speech into Three Great and Primary Classes^ 

which I shall enumerate as follows. 

!• It is frequently necessary to signify Action 

ii^^if* properly so called. And the expression of 

this demands, at the same time, the signification of 

bcah the Co- Agents of that Action. 

2. It is frequently necessary to signify thepecu- 
liar State of the Leading Co- Agent of an Action, 
without introducing any expression of the state of 
the Following Co-Agent. And this demands the 
signification of One Only of the Co* Agents of that 
Action. 

3. It is frequently necessary to signify the pecu- 
liar State of the Following Co- Agent of an Action, 
without introducing any expression of the Leading 
Co-Agent. And this, also, demands the significa*- 
tion of One Only of the Co-Agents of that Action. 

Such are All the Varieties of Object 
which it is possible for Language to express; 
always excepting the consideration of Limited 
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Silence, which must be admitted abd entertained 
as an Element of Language, and of which Element 
due notice will be had hereafter. 

Agreeably with this, it has already been laid 
down^ that a Mere Noun belongs to No Part of 
Speech until it be made the Sign of Some Co- Agent* 
And it will be shewn, in its proper place^ that 
an Article^ ^Definitives and an Adjective, are Nothing 
1^ Constituent Elements of a Noun Suhstan-^ 
five or Name of a Co- Agent : From which, and 
from other considerations, it will be found to fol- 
low, that there is No Other Object ever signified, or 
possible to be signified by Language, beside those 
-three which I have here enumerated and described. 
These Three Vie ws of Ac/iow and its iig'enf^,: there- 
fore, stand, in this work, for the " Different Sorts of 
Things/^ and " Different Sorts of Ideas,' into 
which, we have seen. Grammarians and Philoso- 
phers have (according to the sarcastic remark of 
Mr. Tooke) all along labored to divide the Objects 
or Prototypes of Words : And it remains here to 
shew, in what manner^ or by what Signs, these 
three General Objects can be rationally signified. 

With the purpose just expressed, it is to be ob- 
served, in the first place, that, of the Objects in 
question, On£ Only of the three is a Natural 
Object or such as can exist in that form and am^ 
plexion which we ever signify by Words. This 
Object is an Action, considered together with its 
Two Co-Agents, as already described : And the 
signification of this Object has been fully provided 
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fw by the Verb and by what has herein been as- 
serted concerning it. 

• Each of the Other Two Objects in question is 
what may be called Artificial; it being formed, or 
completed, by the Abstractive Faculty of the Mind^ 
parting off, in idea, a certain portion of the Natural 
Object first described. Thus, although iii the con- 
templation of Any Action it is necessary to contem- 
plate Each of its Co- Agents along with itself, since 
No Action can ever exist without Two Co- Agents 
to derve as its supporters ; yet, by the Abstractive 
Power of the Mind, we can divide this Natural 
Object into departments, and can contemplate 
Either of the Co- Agents as being in a certain 
State with respect to the Action, without taking 
into this Complex Idea the Other Co-Agent, or yet 
taking in a complete view of the Action in question, 
which last cannot be had without introducing the 
Idea of the Other Co-Agent. 

From the description now given, it will appear, 
that, whereas Every Action is a Specieis of 
Bridge between Two Piers or Supporters; So 
Every Leadings and likewise Every Following Co^ 
Agent of an Action, when it is thus viewed as ab- 
stracted, and is contemplated as annexed only to 
its Own peculiar State with respect to this 
Action, may be compared to the Arm of a Sign-post^ 
which projects out from One Only . Supporter. 
Thus, for example, if we say "Peter strikes 
-Richard;" we have herein a Bridge of Action; 
and this Bridge of Action is rationally signified 
by placing a Noun of Action as a Bridge between 
Two .Nouns - Substantive or Piers of Langus^. 
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Bat if we only say, " Peter strikes/' or " Fttet 
is STRICKEN ;'' we have, herein. No Action ex* 
pressed ; but only an Energy or Statk of Peter^ 
with respect to an Action ; and here, therefore, we 
have No Bridge between Two Co- Agents; bat 
have only Some Energy or Quality, which may be 
compared to an Arm or Gibbet, projecting oot 
from Peter, and signified as belonging to, or sap? 
ported by, Him alone. 

Now if we distinctly consider the constructioB 
of a Bridge and that of a Gibbet respectivelyi 
as being two Difierent Objects of the contempltr 
tion of the Logician, we shall unquestionably disp 
cem that they are vastly dissimilar things; and 
we shall readily grant, that nothing could be more 
illogical than to confound these two Things, or 
Structures, together, as being of One Same Nature 
or Composition. The same reasoning, also, of 
course, must hold good with regard to Anv two 
Words which we may choose to adopt to serve 
as the Signs of these Dissimilar Structures. Bat 
this confusion has actually been admitted and 
cherished by all Grammarians: for they have 
adopted what they caU Verbsy to serve as the Signs 
not only of All Actions, but also of All States 
as contradistinguished from Actions. 

In order that no one may here for a moment 
mistake, by supposing that the matter in question 
is only a mere verbal distinction, I may remarlr, 
(although I think it can hardly be necessary,) that, 
abstractly taken, it could not make the smallest 
difference, whether we should call a Bridge of 
Language by the Name of a Verb^ or by any 
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4D&er Name. But the Name of Verib having been 
all along assigned to this Part o( Speech : and it 
T)eing here demonstrated, that the Objects which it 
properly signifies are Logical Bridges ; while, alsoi 
there are Other Classes of Logical Objects, of a 
TasUy different nature from Bridges, which have 
most erroneously been supposed to be signified by 
the Same Sign : it follows, beyond a doubt, that 
the Name of Verb must be continued to the Signs of 
Bridges; and, that Some Other Appellation must be 
found for those Signs of Gibbets which have just 
now been suggested. The Two Objects in question 
being immeasurably different ; the denominations 
of their Signs must certainly be as different: And 
it will be found, moreover, that the respective De* 
nominations must have r^ard to the difference of 
the Structures represented* 

Now it is a Principle in Speech, well known ; 
and it appears in fact to have been practised from 
the very earliest ages of Language, that Almost 
Asfiy Word may, by a certain expedient, be em- 
ployed to serve as an Abbreviated Sign of Several 
Words: And the Expedient or Principle by which 
this very useful end has been effected, has been 
merely that of Associated Position, with re- 
spect to some Other Word to which it is annexed. 
These abbreviations, moreover, owing to one of 
their supposed principal uses, have been deuomi- 
bated Adverbs: And, on the present occasion^ 
they claim our particular regai-d ; although we shall 
hate to consider them with more appropriate atten- 
tion, in the sequel of this work. Thus, either a 
Preporitum^ an Adjective, or a So-called Substantive 
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JVbim, (as these Words are rated by Grammaria^^ 
may become an Adverb by Position : As, ]f<>t 
example, when we say, "fie went i^^'' — «• .^fe 
looked PALE," " He stood Father ;'' which 
sions.mean, " He went to an inner place,' 
" He was of a Pale Cohr^ i. e. " in a P^a4f 
iS/tffe,"— " He stood iw /Ae Office or Relative &ate ^f 
Fatherr 

From what has been just said of the nature of 
Adverbs, two facts will be immediately evident—* 
namely — that, by analogy of this Expedient or 
Principle, Words called Verbs may serve as Ad- 
verbs BY Position ; and, that, by thus employing 
them, we shall (as I before hinted,) most simply 
and beautifully express or signify the peculiar 
State of either a Leading or a Following Co- Agents 
with respect to Any Action. Thus, from the 
Whole Analogy of the conversion of Words into 
Adverbs by Position, when we say " Peter strikes;^ 
the Word ** Strikes'' becomes an Adverb by Posi- 
tion, and it means " Peter exists in a Striking 
State, while it excludes the Sign and Signified- . 
tion of the Object which he strikes, and thereby 
excludes a proper or complete signification of the 
Action itself of striking. 

By a rational and absolutely requisite extension, 
therefore, of the simple, natural, and already preu 
cedented and established method of conversion 
now described, we shall be able to signify the 
peculiar state of Any Co-Agent, or of Any Patient 
strictly so called, in the most logical manner ; and 
shall thus, by the Sign employed^ rationally contra^ 
distinguish Any Co-Agent when viewed by itself from 
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the Same C(h Agent when it is viewed together with 
the Action itself and the Other Co- Agent concerned. 

From, this view of the subject, it results, as a 
Necessary and Universal Principle of Grammar, 
that, whenever the Name of an Action is annexed 
or apposited to a Nominative^ without Any Accu* 
sative Noun being annexed to the farther side of 
the former ; the Name of Action so situated is Not' 
A Verb, hm an Adverb. 

According to the Principle now laid down, as 
well as to that other and Fundamental Principle 
which was asserted in the First Section of this 
chapter, a very remarkable l)ut at the same time 
liarmonious change will be made ih that Part of 
Speech by Grammarians called the Verb. For it 
will follow. That Every One of our So-called 
Verbs, as it stands marshalled in its So-called Pa^ 
tyuBgrn^ in our Grammars, being Only a Name of 
Action annexed to a Nominative, without any Ac- 
cusative Noun annexed to it, although according 
to the Fundamental Principle above referred to it 
cannot be a Verb, becomes a legitimate Adverb 
or Abbreviation; which represent, at least, a So- 
called Preposition and a Noun in the Objective 
Case with its Article taken together. 

And here we are to observe, that a Name of 
Action employed thus Adverbially becomes More 
(Much More) than a Verb: because it will be 
shewn at large that Even/ So-called Pr^osition is a 
Verb; and it has been just now said, that an 
Adverb involves, at least, the import of both a Pre* 
position and an Objective Noun annexed to it 
Anal. X 



m OF VERBS. [QHAP.a. 

, These considerations bring me to a delineatioii 
of theff more particular Mechanism of that Great 
and Primary Class of Adverbs, which I have thus 
proposed to introduce into the Structure of Speech^ 
And, first, it is to be observed that, in adopting the 
expedient under consideration, although it constir 
tutes a Part of Speech very different from the Sign 
of either a Related Subject or a Relation^ yet, in its 
construction, the Generic Structure of the Category 
of Relatives and Relation can never be defeated, 
or violated : As, for example, when we say, <* I 
write," — " Thou writest," — " He writes;" — although 
the Word — Write — in any one of these three modi-, 
fied sentences is Not a Verb^ but is a Sign of the 
Words — in or inning A Writing State ; yet, the 
Generic Structure of Relatives and Relation is not 
violated,^because the Word — in or inning — being 
the Name of an -4c/w/2— becomes a Verb by being 
placed between the express Nominative " /" and 
the involved Accusative " a Writing State." la 
this manner, therefore, a New Sentence is formed ; 
Or, in other words, Every conjugated expression 
of a So-called Verb, in our Grammars, is an Abbre* 
yiatioh of a Complete Speech or Sentence^ made up of 
a Nominative, a Verb, and an Accusative; but 
which Sentence is of a very Different Import 
from the Sentence usually supposed to be expressed. 
It is plain, from what has been said of the nature^ 
of Adverbs, that Every Adverb is a Sign, Not of 
Any Natural Object, but of Words only ; that is to 
say, it is Not an imaiediate Sign of a Thought or 
Thoughts; but is an immediate Sign of a Parcei* 
OF Signs. An Adverb, therefore, is, in a twofokt 
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tense, an Artificial Part of Speech ; first, becanse' 
it is only a Sign of Signs; and, secondly, because 
the Abstracted Parcel of Objects signified by Any 
One of these Signs cannot exist in nature, uAattacti-^ 

■ • ■ * 

^ to an Action and a Following Co-Agent. 

The Grammatical Mechanism of Adverbs beingl^ 
thus delineated ; I proceed to offer some general 
observations with regard to it. 

And lirst I observe, that, fi'om the View of the 
Sabject which has been suggested, there follows a 
very remarkable and useful result — ^namely— that 
Whensoever Any One of the Essential Parts of 
Speech is found to be Out of its Natural Position 
ID its association with other Words, that is out of 
the Natural Structure of Language^ as demonstrated 
in these analyses; it is a mark of its being employed- 
Adverbially. Thus in the expressions, 

" He stalks on," 

" He rehearses^' 

" He plays Richard,*' 

* " He looks FAINT," 



the So-called Preposition^ Verb, Noun, and AHjec- 
tivt (being out of their Natural Association and 
Position, with respect to the Other Words in the 
Sentence) become Adverbs. 

Secondly^ I remark, that, although the Adverb is 
not in fact an Essential Part of Speech ; yet, it is 
so eminently useful, and almost necessary ^ tliat it 
hM a full and a very high claim to be entertained 
ia the Structure of Philosophical Grammar : Espe- 
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cially has that Principal Class of Adverbs, which 1 
have proposed to introdace» such a claim. 

Thirdbf^ I observe, that the establishment of tfai» 
Glass of Adverbs involves Two Grammatical 
Principles which will appear novel and sti*ange ta 
those who have imbibed the doctrines of Accre- 
dited Grammar — ^namely — Firsts that an Adverb 
can agree mth a Noun ; and, Secondly^ that we as-^ 
SERT or affirm in what is called the Participial 
Form. With regard to the reality or solidity of 
these two Principles, however, there cannot re*^ 
main a doubt : For the First is established by the 
fact already shewn — ^namely — that a Name of 
Action^ when annexed to a Noun, becomes an 
Adverb to that Noun : And the Second^ also, is 
established by its having been shewn that the Verb 
Substantive has no Office of enabling a So-called Par-. 
ticiple to assert Thus, in the expressions, /' X 
writCy' and " / writingy' the Words — " write;^ and 
** writing^' — are both of them Adverbs anneaxd to 
a Nouny or Pronoun: And both the expressions are 
Abbreviated Assertions; because the One 
means, "/ inning a Writing State;" and the 
Other means the Same in yet a fuller manner, since 
the Word — Write — is, in fact, only an Abbreviated 
Modification of the Word Writing. But, with re- 
gard to this last mentioned Principle, of our assert- 
ing in the Participial Form, farther notice will be 
had in its proper place. 

Fourthly. It is to be observed, that, from the 
wliole of the foregoing reasonings it appears, con- 
clusively, that there can be No Such Thing in 
Philosophical Grammar as a Passive Voice., 
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Becaiue Voice is an Attribate of An AoEiiT, and 
Not of am Action ; since Voice is an Attribute 
of the Mind; and No Agent, or Nominative, can 
ever be expressed as being Passive, in Philosophic 
cal Language. The Whole doctrine of Passive 
Vefbs and Voice, therefore, as well as that of Ac^ 
tive Verbs, falls for ever to the ground, unless it 
be upheld by a most manifest perverseness against 
reason. Any State, either of Activity or Passivity, 
must be expressed by signifying the Subject in 
question to be Actively inhering or occupy-^ 
I NO that State. 

It only remains to remark, that the Principle 
now asserted must not be confounded with the 
very illogical and absurd expedient of those Lan- 
gfoages which express the Subject of Any Mere 
State as being Active upon iUelf^ in possessing^ that 
State. And here it may be particularly observed, 
that Any State of a Subject is a most logical Cch 
Agent to that Subject,, during the Action of its 
occupying that State ; and is, therefore, the Neces* 
sary Accusative Noun to the Verb or Sign of Action 
which connects this Subject with the State in 
question. Accordingly, we say, witli the strictest 
propriety of Language, " He is in Pain," " He 
*• is m Fear," " He is in Hope," — in Anger, — in 
Grief, — in Love, — in Health, — in Sickness, — 
fjf Death, — in Despair, — and so on, throughout 
all the changes of supposed State which any Man, 
or any Subject, can possess : And it will be proved, 
at large, that the Word in, (i. e. inning) is a 
ksgitimate and efficient Verb, as is Every So-called. 
Preposition whatever. In fine, it becomes plain 
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afresh in this place, that whes, instead of ezprtes^ 
ing the State of Hope, or Fear, of a Mail by means 
of the Preposition and the Noon of that $&te» 
we express it by taming this Noun into a NiMnef 
Action by saying •• He Hopes,* — " He Fkars/**— » 
the Nonn of Action here becomes an Adverb sighk 
fying the very Same thing — ^namely— in or iNNiNtf 
a State of Hope^ or of Fear. 

If a metaphysical question should be started, 
here; As to the' manner in which Any Subfeel 
occupies or possesses Any State? I would reply,* 
Firsts that the Mere Speaker of Language had 
nothing at all to do with it: And, Secondly^ that, 
nevertheless. Every One can answer it very rean 
dilyl For, in the conceptions of the human mind} 
we MUST suppose a Man to possess Health, oi* 
Sickness, in some way analogous to that in which 
we suppose him to possess, measure , or take vp^ 
Space, (or Time). And it is altogether certam that 
Health, or Sickness, or Any Other Statk, k 
as distinct a Grammatical Subject from the Man 
who possesses it, and is connected with that MaH- 
by an Action (signified by a Verb) as perfect and 
efficient, as can be said of Any Subject that occu*" 
PIES OR EXISTS IN Spacp. In ilsi proper place, 
moreover, I shall produce the curious and complete' 
etymological evidence, that the Word — inn — was 
once a current Verb in our Language, — a fact 
of which, I can assure my readers, I was wholly 
ignorant, until long afl<er I had laid it down (in a 
former work) that All Prepositions are of the 
nature (jf Verbs. This inductive proof, coming 
in. collaterally with thcf foregoing Reasonings a 
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priori, (I cannot help trusting,) must establish the 
present argument ^ith a strength which may look 
with tranquillity upon any attempt to invalidate 
it : And the mere mention of it, here, may serve 
as a specimen of the method by which I propose 
to prosecute the general subject of Language, in 
l^unding my views of it upon the two-fold basis 
of Reasoning and of Induction. 

In closing this article, it may not be improper 
to remind my readers, that in it I have not been 
treating of Adverbs appropriately, or in full ; but, 
on the contrary, have only been suggesting the 
necessity for the introduction of a New Class of 
Words into Grammar, under this denomination : 
Which Class, however, must form the Ven/ First, 
mid Vastly the Most Numerous, Order of Words 
cmprehended under this Part of Speech; since it 
will be much more numerous, and of more frequent 
use or recurrence, than even that of Verbs them- 
seiTeik 
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SECTION FOURTH. 



OF THE PRINCIPLE AND THE ACT OF ASSERTION* 



SUBSECTION I. 



1. Of the Doctrine of Grammarians that the Essence 
of the Verb consists in Assertion ; And^ otherwisCf 
that the Verb consists in an Assertion and an Attru 
butive. — 2. Suggestion that both Verbs and Adjeo 
tives involve a Sign of Assertion. — 3, Profmmi 
Error of Locke and other Grammarians^ acquir 
esced in by Mr. Tooke^ in asserting that the Verb 
Substantive is the General Sign ofAffirmation^ 

In the Second Volume of the Diversions of 
PuRLEY, at the very close of that Work, Mr,, 
Tooke's fellow Dialogist addresses him in the 
following terms. 

'^ If you finish thus, you will leave me much 
'^ unsatisfied : nor shall I think myself fairly treat* 
** ed by you. 

" You have told me that a Verb is (as every 
^^ word must be) a Noun ; but you added, that it is 

also something more : and that the title Verb was 

given to it, on account of that distinguishing 
" something more than the mere Nouns convey. 
** You have then proceeded to the simple Verb 
^* adjectived^ and to the different adfectived Moods, 
" and to the different adjectived Tenses of the Verb. 






^ . But you bate not all the while explai^ed to nm 
^ ' what you mean by ibe naked simple Vtrb linad^ 
^ ^tetived. Nor have yon uttered a single syllablt 

* concerning that something whicb the naked Yi^A^ 

* unattended by Mood^ Tense j Number^ Person^ an4 
** Oender (which last some languages add to it) 
^ signifies More or Besides the mere Noun. 

^' What is the Verb? What is that peculiar dif- 
^* ferential circumstance, which, added to the de- 
'* finitioa of a Noun, constitutes the Verb?"" 

Ha?ing put this most important of all grammar 
ticud questions ; the Dialc^ist here proposes about 
& dozen of different definitions of the Verb, for Mr. 
X^ooke's acceptance, or rejection* Upon whicb^ 
tile latter cries out, " A truce, A truce. — I know 
*^ you are not serious in laying this trash before 
'• me," The Philologer of Purley then condudes 
y^in very meritorious labors, by pathetically observe 
^^^g» that his '^ evening is cornet'^ and his ** night 
^Oit approaching ;^ but that^ '^ if he should have 
u tolerably lengthened twilight, he may still find 
time enough for a farther conversation on this 
xotgect.'* 

It certainly would be impossible for words to 
^Onvey a more complete or explicit acknowledge 
^*^^CDt» (than is comprised in these concluding 
I^VMages of Mr. Tooke's Work,) that he left the 
^r«;pQsitioa of the Essential Nature of the Verb in 
tile very same state of total darkness as that in 
^liich he had found it. And his merit, in this 
^^^9!% consists in his not having added to the 
^ TRASH," which preceding Grammarians had ac- 
cumulated upon the subject : While it is altogedier 
Anal. X 
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manifest, that he had not himself formed any con- 
ception with r^ard to it, which he could deem in 
the least degree satisfactory. It is at the same 
time evident, that Mr. Tooke fondly meditated, 
(as might well have been expected,) a future attempt 
of this grammatical desideratum. 

It is a known and a just observation in Philoso- 
phy, that the most primary and simple truths are fire- 
t]uently the most difficult of demonstration, or de- 
tection. Notwithstanding the very wonderful man- 
ner in which that '^ peculiar differential circumstance 
** which, added to thp definition of the JVbt/if, 
'^constitutes the Feri," has eluded or defeated all 
the attempts of Grammarians and Philosophers 
to detect it, I venture to believe, that it is, in reality, 
a very simple matter, and a matter in the strictest 
manner demonstrable ; or rather, I must conclude 
it has already, in the course of the foregoing toia- 
lyses, been strictly demonstrated. A Verb is just 
as Much More than a Noun ; as a Bridge which 
connects the Two Banks of a River ^ is More than 
the Same Mass of Material, (retaining the Same 
Figure,) would be if it lay along upon One Only 
of those Banks^ and thus did Not connect Any 
Two Things whatever. 

From this simple account of the Verb, which is 
manifestly the result of all the preceding reason- 
ings with regard to it, it is plain that the Sf- 
ferential circumstance in question is merely and 
purely the External Mechanical Fact of Insbrtjon 
— that is the Fact of the Inter-Positiom of 
a Noun of Action between Two Other Nouns. 
.And hereupon I .observe, that Insertion ir the 
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Sign of Assertion : Becausie it is a self-evidient 
and indispatable truth, that Words are Nothini; 
but the Signs of our Thoughts, and that Assert* 
iNO is a Voluntary Act of the Mind itself, 
of which Act any Grammatical Principle, or Sig- 
nature^ can be only an External Type or Symbol. 

From this statement^ which I api^rehend carries 
its own evidence most conclusively along vrith it, 
and which would only be clouded by any addi- 
tional argument with a view to its farther illustra-^ 
tion, we ^xe led clearly to discern the merits of 
the various Assumptions, or Doctrines, which have 
been advanced concerning the Essence of the 
Verb. The only definitions, or doctrines, of the 
subject which I deem worthy of consideration 
here, however, are the following two — namely — 
One which consists in supposing, That the Essence 
of the Verb lies in Assertion; And Another 
which assumes. That the Essence in question con- 
sists in an Assertion and an Attribute. The last 
mentioned of these two is the well-known doctrine 
of Mr. Harris. The former has been assumed by 
Mn Tooke, in one place at least, in his writings ; 
and has found its advocates among later Gramma- 
rians. 

With regard to the First of these definitions, 
dierefore, I observe, that it is plainly and vastly 
defective; Since a Verb is so far from being 
Merely Assertion, that it is a Compound 
Subject made up of Two different Elements— 
namely — a Noun of Action and the Associated 
Position of that Noun between Txvo Other Nouns^ 
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And here it iit to b6 acknowledged, undehiaUy, 
that the Verb asserts : Because the insertion/ 
(or msfcarriKG,) necessary to K^onvert the Nam 
into a Ferb^ is the Sign of ti^e MiMb*s assert-' 
IHG« In this manner the Verb asserts derived^ 
or by representation^ as having for One of its Two 
Elements the EaHertud Type or Symbol of that 
YoLtTioK OF the Mind whicfa We call AffirmaHonn 
At the «ame time, it is altogether conclnsive, that 
a Verb consists of Two Elements — ^namely— a 
Noun of Action and an Associated PosYTidiff 
thereof M9\i}k respect to Two Other Nouns. 

With regard to tbe Setond of the Definitions, 
ROW in question^ I observe, that it also is defective, 
or fallacious, in a vast actual degree ; although not 
in a d^ree so extensive as the former one. Fol", 
notwithstanding it is virtually accorded, in this 
Second Definition, that tbe Verb consists of Two 
Different Elements, since it is said to contain an 
Assertion and an Attribute; Yet, it is a vast fallacy 
to assume that the Second Element which the Verb 
contains is an Attribute, in the sense meant by 
Grammarians: because the Element in questioii 
is Not a Thing that can be attributed to Any Siif- 
GLE Subjects but is the Sign of an Action or Link 
qf Connection interposed between Two Subjects, 4nd 
is proper to neither of them« 

These defects being thus briefly pointed ont m 
tbe two definitions in question, respectively ; Tlie 
whole mystery of that differential circumstance^ or 
Specific Difference^ which, when added to a N^uii> 
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GOnfltitates a Verb, oonisists manifestly, i appre- 
hend, in the following Element — ^namely — the Ash 
flOCiATED IntertPositjon of ths^ Noun between 
Two Other Nouns, this Inter-Position beings 
the Signature of the Mind's Assertion; it 
being duly provided, along with this, that Noi 
Noon can be so inserted, or converted, except 
Some Noun of Action. 

It 18 requisite here to remark, that writers upon 
tfiis head, besides their missing the object of their 
search, have ihllen into great osdtancy or contradict 
fam of themselves with regard to it. I shall notice 
enly that of Afr. Tooke, however, as a specimen 
of a proceeding by no means singular in this re- 
spect* 

fie says, in One place, where he has offered a 

loit of passing definition of the Verb and the only 

deflnidon of it which I think he attempts at all, 

ihat '^ the Verb must be accounted for from the 

^ necessary use of it in communication.** To which 

ie immediately adds : ^* It is the communication 

'* rrsEL¥." Now, to communicate a thing, is to 

ABSERT that thing. And there ^an be no doubt 

tbat^ by the word " Communicationy^ Mr. Tooke 

here meant Assertion. Accordingly, it has been 

nscribed to him by other writers, that he affirmed 

Amertion to be the Essence of the Verb. Yet, in 

Another place, (Vol. 2, page 432) he denies that 

the Verb even so much as ^^ implies" Assertion. 

Be says, ^* For the Verb does not denote Time ; 

**-lior does it imply any Assertion. No Single Word 

^^ <ean« T&U one thing can be found to be a couple, 

-^one single word cannot make an adsertion or 
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*' adfirmation; for there is joining in that operatioii^ 
'^ and there can be no joining of one thing." 

In this last observation of Mr. Tooke, in my 
opinion, he evinces more of that sort of acnmen 
which is adapted to the elucidation of Philoso* 
phical Grammar, than perhaps in any other part of 
his book. But he, at the same time, manifestly 
splits (as so many other Grammarians bad done 
before him) upon the rock of supposingi that a 
Verb is a ** Word :" Whereas I have shewn at 
large that a Verb is Not a Word, but it is a 
Word inserted or Associated between Two 
Other Words; just as a Bridge is Not an 
Arch, but it is an Arch inserted between Jioa 
PierSf or Abutments. 

In this place, perhaps, some explanation is re- 
quisite, in order to prevent a possible misconcep-* 
tion of the Subject : For which reason I observe^ 
that, in one sense, a Verb is indeed '^ a Word** 
— a " Single Word" — as it has been called by 
Mr. Tooke. .Thus a Verb is a Single Word as 
contradistinguished from a Verb and its Nom* 

NATIVE blended INTO OnE APPARENT WORD^ 

which is the practice of the Latin Language. If 
therefore Mr. Tooke had been directing his reasoA- 
ing against the gross absurdity of this Latin con- 
fusion, it is certain he would, in this case, faavi^ 
been right in affirming a Verb to be a Single 
Word. And in this sense I have myself, upon a 
former occasion, asserted that a Verb is a Word 
and a Single Word, fiut it is in express evidence, 
in his text already quoted, that, when Mr. Tooke 
affirms that a Verb is a Word — and a Single Word 
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means that it is iii iu Wuolb Essence and 
PURITY a Wbrdf to the exclumn ofaU consideration 
t(f U$ Associated Position between Two Other 
Nouns. His error, therefore, consists in not admit- 
dog that Associated Position (the EaiemalSiQjx 
rf Assertion) is a Constituent Element of the 
Verb: for he deliberately and ultimately affirms 
that the Verb does not imply any assertion. 

It is to be adverted to, here, that an assumption 

of the Absoluteness of Words in their Grammatical 

Character^ or of their Never changing their Part of 

Speech in Any situation whatever^ is one of the most 

lemarkable doctrines, (and, I must add, One of 

(he most sweeping absurdities,) that is to be found 

in the whole compass of the Diversions of 

PuRLEY : Concerning which, I shall have occasion 

to take farther notice in the sequel of this section ; 

and, probably, still farther in treating appropriately 

of Adverbs. At present I observe upon this head, 

•JQ opposition to the opinion of Mr. Tooke, that 

Associated Position is a Principle of Language 

-of the greatest power and comprehensiveness : It 

im the General Converting Cause of Verbs, 

^18 well as of Adverbs: It comprehends the 

J^rinciple of the Alternation of a Verb in a Sentence : 

•It turns Substantives into Ac^ectives; and Adjectives 

into Substantives: And it may be said to be Almost 

Jtvtry thing in the Mechanism of Language. It is, 

<;ertainly, one of the most important and most 

comprehensive of all Grammatical Principles. The 

leason of the thing, moreover, is perfectly and most 

.simply explicable. In the case of Verbs, it depends 
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apom tlie Generic Stmctiue of Beladves and Bda- 
iion ; according to which Stractore Every Relatkm 
must have a Relative Subfect on Each side of itt 
and, in this case, it is a Necessary Principle. In the 
case of Adverbs^ it is indeed merely a conventioMl 
matter: but it is a tmly logical derice ; and it has 
been established by the practice of all agea. In 
the case of Ad^ctives and of Substantives^ it has 
its foundation in the Natural order of the Assodor 
tion of our ideas; and is/ in fact, a Necessary Frin- 
ciple, since, when any Two Names of Objects 
come together, not meaning the Same Thing, Om 
of these Names must be construed as a Substantivep 
and die Other as an A^ective ; and there is nothing 
optional in the matter, ejxept merely as to which 
Name, thejf&^/ one, or the last^ Any Nation dhall 
choose to account the A^ecdve. An examfAe 
of this truth is afforded in the expressions, Horse^ 
Chesnut and Chesnut- Horse. 

Mr. Tooke, we are to observe, grounds his view 
of the Subject upon a distinction which he makes 
between " the Manner of SUgnification of Worda* 
and the ^* Abbreviation oi their Constructioii/' — a 
real and a most important distinction, certainly, 
in Language ; — and, upon a consequent assanqi'- 
tion, that an Abbreviation is not a Word or Sign if 
an Idea, or Ideas, but is only a Sign of Ssons. 
This assumption, also, I observe, is a just cue:: 
and from this last it follows, for example, that a 
Noun jmt adverbially , or an Adjective put 4ub$tao- 
tiveiy, is not a Word; and, when resolved into its 
primary grammatical import, it can become 4mhf a 
^oun, or an Adjedi/ve. But, aft^ admittiag diis 
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Special doctrine, as I do, to be valid so far ; I ot>- 
senre, that it cannot in the least degree tend to 
save Mr. Tooke's general doctrine, when it is ap- 
plied to the Verb, — which is the most important 
of all the Parts of Speech and a Necessary Part. 
Neither, indeed, can it save his doctrine when 
applied to Substantives and Adjectives ; which 
Wards necessarily convert each other by Position : for 
each of these Words is a Sign of an Idea^ or Parcel 
(f Ideas ; and each, (I affirm,) is a Necessary Part 
of Speech, although IMr. Tooke tells us of a tribe 
of American Savages, who, he. was informed, con- 
trived to do without Adjectives. 

I shall resume this topic in the next subsection, 
lifter having adverted to what remains to be ad- 
vanced here with regard to Assertion. 



2. 



So true is it, that the Associated Position 
of a Word is the External Sign of the Mind's as- 
^ertingy that I have here to suggest the Principle, 
Ibat Adjectives contain a Sign of the Mind's 
Asserting, as well as Verbs. An Adjective (any 
tiiore than a Verb,) is Not a Mere Word or Name 
t^a Hking: but it is a Name of a Thing Appo- 
siTED TO Another JVflfweo/" a Thing. An Ad- 
jective, therefore, as well as a Verb, is a Thing 
composed of Two Different Elements. 

I repeat, therefore, that an Adjective involves a 
Sign of the Mind's Assertion. When, (for exam- 
ple,) we speak of King Alfred ; this means the 
Anal "^ 
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44frf!d Who was King :■ Aad, ia like mamwri 
ipre tc^lk of The Black Man ; this m^os J%b 
Who 18 Black. 

And here the reader wiH recollect, it hflp faecm 
already shewn at large, that, in the last mentioned 
expressions of these two examples, the Verb 4^ 
siantive has No part in . asserting that Alfr^ WA% 
King ; or that the Man is Black. This Yerl^ onty 
serves as the Necessary Link of Connection be<^ 
tw^n Each of these Nominatives and &9A<^ 
((NT Time); and the real Sign of asserting tha^ ^ 
fired WAS King, is the Appositims of the Nanie — 
King J to the Name — Alfreds Yet the Twp 4i4N^ 
ent Forms of the Verb Substantive^ as expvesqed 
here, determine that the Event is past in the cam 
of the Kingj but prksent in that of t)ie ttf/H^ 
Man. 

I shall prosecute this topic no farther, on the 
present occasion : Because it properly belongs to 
the Chapter of Nouns; in which place I shall ap* 
propriately resume it. 



3. 



Ij^is necessary, in this place, to animadveii tM9$^: 
ly; upon the doctrine of IfOQke, s^nd of thosa ]^hi)p. 
Ipsopbical Grammarians who have taken. i^tfMi 
sane view of the Subject witb him — munalyf 
— that "Is and Is not are the geneml npwM 
'' aC.the Mind's a%r.u\g or. denying." 

1§f. TooJk,^ althouj|[h be gays^ a genei^^ v«g[\ei% 
ti^n, little sbqrt G(f i ^platry, to tl^. g^QW&^ 4& 
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Mjooke, nevertheless, upon this head^ blames him 
for having '' too hastily adopted the opinions of 
** Aristotle, and Scaliger, and the Messrs. De Pott 
** RoyaI# that affirming and denying are operatiotts 
^ of the Mind." Now it is very important in this 
<smae to observe, that both Locke and Tooke were 
eqtmlly and egregiously wrbng, in their respective 
"Views of the subject. 

lintf therefore, I remark, that, although Lock^ 
%ra8 certainly right in assnming that affirtnution dnd 
denial are Acts of the Mind, of which Act, a 
^erb IB One of its Two Elements, in the External 
Grammatical Sign ; yet it is equally certain that 
t^as wrong in asserting the VEftB Stn^stAKTiVE 
%o be the Sign in question. This mistake of 
Mj&ck&f iC must be added, as well as of Aristotle 
bis other associates in the subject, is, indeed, 
of the greatest reproaches to the human under- 
standing that is to be found in accredited Gram- 
: but I trust it* will be found sufficiently ex- 
fposed in the various places in which there will be 
-^^ecasion to touch upon it, in the course of this 

Secondly f Upon the other haiid I remark, that 

JMr. Tooke finds no fault with the Grammarians iii 

^liGMition,^ for assuming that '' Is** is the *' General" 

mark of assertion : He only blames that party for 

amtiDing that affirming and denying are ^' Ope- 

*• aATiOKs OF the Mind:" and this he does 

merely in consequence of his having previously 

declared a general and an exterminating war 

against All Operations of the Mind what- 

BV«a.. 



180 OF VERBS. [oHAP.ili 

. Thirdly. But it has been sbeWii, in the strict* 
est manner, that the Assertive Elementf in Every 
Verb, is only a derived Principle — namely—^ 
an External Sign of an Act of the Intellect and Will^ 
in consent. And it has been also shewn, as a 
thitig founded in Necessity itself that the conversion 
of a Mere Noun into a Verb depends upon the 
Volition of the Mind ; which Volition is signi^ 
fied by the Mouth, or by the Hand, placing this 
Noun in an Associated Position between Two 
Other Noufis. 

To return, now, to the error of Locke and bis 
associates ; in which error Mr. Tooke has altoge- 
ther acquiesced ; I observe, that the Word—** Is, 
" Am, or Was" — when it is placed between Any 
Nominative and the Noun Space, or Time, (and 
not before) becomes a Verb : and, as a Verb, it cer- 
tainly contains a Derived Principle of Asserting 
— namely — it Asserts Its Own Nominative to 
exist in Space, or in Time. But the grand mistake 
of the Grammarians in question consists in their 
assuming, that this Verb (whether expressed, or 
only implied, or understood,) Forms the As* 
scRTiNG Principle IN EVERY VERB : And 
hence they called it the 6ENERA.L Copula — 
the GENERAL mark of the Mind's affirmation; 
Whereas I confidently and finally here assert, that 
it is No mark of affirmation at all, except only qfaf- 
firnu7ig Me existence (i. e. the Act of existing) 
of Its Own Nominative, as already said. And 
to this I add, that there is no Principle in Lan- 
guage which 1 deem it more necessary to intro* 
duce to its proper place, and to assert with the 
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utmost rigor, in order to rescue Grammar from the 
most merited coutempt, than this one. 



In a Chapter concerning the Principle and the 
Act of Assertiorij it appears appropriate to intro- 
duce a consideration of the corresponding Princi* 
pie and Act of Negation. This latter consideration, 
however, requires very little to be said with regard 
to it. It seems to be made out, conclusively, not 
only from the Etymological speculations of Mr. 
'Tooke, but also from the concurrent report and 
much more extensive researches of Dr. Murray, 
t:bat Negation consists^ purely^ in Asserting our 
J>IS8£NT from a Proposition previously put. If this 
l>e admitted ; it follows, that All Denial or Nega- 
tron is Nothing but Assertion. And I not otily 
sidopt this Principle: but I also suppose tiiat the 
etymological evidence concerning it has been car. 
iried to a sufficient length to justify a belief^ that 
this Part of Grammar is conclusively settled. This 
^H>nclttsion, moreover, if it be solid, affords another 
instance of the necessity which mankind are laid 
ttnder^ to speak of Nothings and in No Manner^ 
except in strict conformity to the Generic Structure 
€>f Relatives and Relation : Which Structure, I here 
sigain observe, forms the Whole Grammaticai* 
Object, and limits the possible extent, of 
4^ur expressions in Language. 
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suBSEcrrioN ii. 

I . Concerning some Strictures which have been offered 
by Professor Stewart ^ upon the Doctrine of Mr. 
Tooke that Every Word in Language belongs^ in 
all situations^ absolutely and unchangeably ^ to One 
and the Same Part of Speech. — 2* Of the United 
Doctrine of Mr. Tooke and Mr. Stewart concern* 
ing the Composition and the Comparison of Ideas. 
Their doctrine fallacious. — 3. Fallacy ofLogidanSt 
in supposing that the bulk of a Language is made 
up of Abstract General Terms. 

U 

In entering; upon the present article, I d^m it 
propM to intimate, that the master of it, as well M 
that of o«e or two of the sul)sequent articles of this 
chapter, will necessarily detain me, etome time^ 
from the more immediate work of analysis of the 
Fakts of Speech ; although it is by no means 
fcreign, bat, on the contrary, is essentially moment- 
ous to the Nature of Language. It is certain that 
we might in vain present the completest analysiis 
to the eye, if existing prejudices were not previous-^ 
Ly removed by a clear exposition of errors which 
have crept into credit in consequence of having 
issued from high authorities. I proceed therefore 
to the matters in question ; with this only remark, 
that I think our progress, in the sequel of the 
work, will not be interrupted by any such consi- 
deration. 



s 
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la having shewn, m the foregoing articte, how 

prolbimdly Mr. Tooke has misapprehendetl the 

Real Nature of Language, in asserting that Word^ 

fossesa as Absohite and Invwiable 9»t of Speech 

m aU situations ; and, how rastly be sjpecatated 

ia tbo'dark, with respect to the Real GaAmrnATim 

CAi« Objects tehick albne ike Parts ef Speech cm 

ugmfy^^naanAy^ — Relatives ^md Relation ;* 

owing to the Nature of which last it is, that t6e 

Same Word which is the Siga o£ an Aksolute 

Thing m Qn;e situation, becomes that of a Relative 

Thing in Another, and of a Relation^in aTHiR]>;' 

I say, in consequence of refuting this doctrine^, iti 

liecomes necessary to provide against a confound^ 

ing^ of the Principles which I have thu& advanced 

against Mr. Tooke's opinions, with certain' other 

S^rinciples. expressed in some animadversien^ 

^vdbich have been stated against Mr. Tooke's view«K 

l»y Professor Stewart, in his '' Fhil&sophkat Ei^- 

*• says:' 

Withthisipuipose, it is requisite, in the outset,. 
crtieute, what I have yet omitted to do — nsmely — 
doeteine of Mr. Tooke, in his own expressr 
ymordB. In the First Volume of the Diversions af 
^^orley, page 82, he expresses himself^ to his fislfow 
^Svalogist, in the following t^^ms. 

** Lefe them give the rol^ who thus coRfonndP 

^^ together the Manner of SSgni/ienHsnr of wondb^ 

•^ amd the Ahbreviatimts cf^ their Conetruceian : tUnn 

** whidb no^ two things in language eaer be more 

*^*<M«tinct or- oughtr to be: more carefully* disthi*- 

*^gaisbed« I do not allow that any words change- 

^ their mature in thiamaaner^ so a9to betong sotne* 
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** times to one Part of Speech^ and sonietiines to 
'' another. I never could perceive any such flue- 
** tuation in words." 

If Mr. Tooke never did perceive this sort of 
fluctuation, at all ; it is, then, no Mronder he never 
perceived, that what is a Mere Noun in One situa- 
tion, becomes a Verb in Another, fiut Mr. Tooke 
certainly knew, full well, that the Same Subject 
which is an Absolute Thing when considered 
merely as a Man, becomes a Relative Thing when 
it is viewed as a Lawyer, or Client : And, if he 
had known that Every Noun Absolute in Lan* 
guage, before it can be employed as a Noun Substanr 
tive, MUST OF Necessity be viewed as a NouK 
Relative ; and, if he had also known the dis- 
tinction between a Relative and a Relation ; 
be might then have easily discerned that a certain 
class of Nouns must serve as the Sign of a Rela^ 
tive in One Associated Position, and as that of a 
Relation in Another. 

I shall only farther observe, upon this head, 
that it is quite plain Mr. Tooke, in the declara- 
tion just quoted, has fallen into precisely the same 
Kind and degree of the violation of Reason or 
Logic, as if he had affirmed that the Same Absolute 
Mass of Material which is merely an Arch or 
Curve in One situation, is in this situation as 
MUCH A Bridge as it is when it connects the Two 
Banks of a River. Mr. Tooke would have looked 
with pity upon an uned ucated person, who should 
have fallen into so egregious an error with r^ard 
to the various Positive and Relative objects 
around him: What, then, are we to say to the 
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same ^r^ous error when we find it making up 
part of the boasted Fabric of the Philosophical 
Grammarian? But I pass on, to the Strictures 
which have been ofiered upon this part of Mr. 
Tooke's doctrine by Professor Stewart, as men- 
tioned. And, in so doing, I observe, that the 
blevity, which I am under the necessity of observ- 
ing, will prevent my animadverting upon more of ^ 
the Views of Mr. Stewart than what regards the 
points immediately in question.; but that I must 
iot be understood as thereby implying an acquies- 
cence with the residue. 

In the Philosophical Essays of Mr. Stewart, 
uid in the Fifth of those Essays (page 156), which 
B devoted to a Criticism upon the Philological 
ipeculations of Mr. Tooke, the former has express- 
ed himself in the following manner. 

^* When I consult Johnson's Dictionary, I find 
^ many words of which he has enumerated forty. 

* fifty, or even sixty difierent significations; and, 
'^ sftet all the pains he has taken to distin- 
^ guish them from each other, I am frequently at 
'^ a loss how to avail myself of his definitions. 
'* Yet, when a word of this kind occurs to me in a 
'* book, or even where I hear it pronounced in the 

• rapidity of viva voce discourse, I at once select, 
'^ without the slightest efibrt of conscious thought, 
*^ the precise meaning it was intended to convey. 
^ ^ How is this to be explained but by the light 
"* thrown upon the problematical term by the ge- 
^* neral import of the sentence ?" 

tJpon this passage, and upon the conclusion 
implied in its final question, t have in the first 
Anal. 2 a 
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place to remark, that the view of Langio^e whicb 
it indicates is unqoestionably just But to this 
▼lew I am under the necessity of objecting, thai it 
does not bear either upon the STRUCTUBE of 
Language considered as a System of Signs 
made up by a Disposition of the Parts of 
Speech, or upon the speculations of Mr. Tookb. 
The purpose, however, for which the passage, or 
example, was brought, by its author, was to iHiis- 
trate a preceding suggestion, or doctrine, con- 
ceming the STRUCTURE of Language : Whidi 
doctrine I must state here, in order to elucidate 
the whole matter. 

Language, it is commonly said, is the express 
image of thought, — and that it may be said i^ith 
** apparent propriety to be so, I do not dispute, 
^* when the meaning of the proposition is fully ex- 
plained. The mode of the expression, however, 
it ought to be remarked, is figurative ; and there- 
fore, when the proposition is assumed as a prin- 
ciple of reasoning; it must not be literally or 
** rigorously interpreted. This has too often been 
*' overlooked by writers on the human Dtdnd. 
** Even Dr. Reid himself, cautious as he is in 
** general, with respect to the ground on which lie 
*Vis to build, has repeatedly appealed to this 
'* maxim, without any qualification whatever ; and, 
*^ by thus adopting it^ agreeably to its letter, ra- 
^ ther than to its spirit, has been led, in various 
** instances, to lay greater stress on the stractore 
^* of speech than (in my opinion) it can always 
'' bear in a philosophical argument. As a neces- 
** sary consequence of this assumption, it has been 



(€ 
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** not tmnatorally inferred' by Logtcittns, tbat every 

<* word wincb ia not wholly useleas in the Tocabu* 

^ lary, is the s^ of an lika ; and thieit these ideas 

*^ (which the common systems lead os to consider 

^ aa the representatives of things) are the imnie* 

^ diate instruments, or (if I may be allowed such 

*' a phrase) the intellectual tools with which the 

** mind carries on the operation of thinking. In 

** reading, for example, the enunciation of a pro» 

*''Pteition, we are apt to fancy, that for every 

** ward contained in it, there is an idea presented 

^ to the understanding, from the combination and 

*' comparison of which Ideas^ results that act of 

^* the Mind called judgment. So different is all 

'* this from the fact, that our words, when examin- 

^^ ed separately, are often as completely insignifi- 

*^ cant as the letters of which they are composed ; 

^ deriving their meaning solely from the connec- 

" tion, or relation, in which they stand to others/' 

Such is the doctrine of the Structuru of Lan- 

§raage laid down by Professor Stewart. And it 

b immediately after this passage that he proceeds 

to illustrate the same by an example, in which he 

says^ *^ When I consult Johnson's Dictionary,^ 

In order that I may not suffer the smallest in- 
iogtice to be done, in these observations, to the 
passages already quoted ; I observe, tbat the 
£ssay which contains them forms a mixture of 
statements, which I view as being of two very 
di^Bferent kinds — namely — of some that are of a na- 
ture properly Grammatical^ — and of others that are 
of a character Philological^ indeed, but not Gram* 
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matical in the strict technical sense of that term ; the 
diflerence between both which, I shall folly ^ex^ 
plain. At the same time, I freely accord, tha^ in 
such an Essay, each of the subjects, although inta" 
mixed^ might still be kept altogether distinct from 
the other. 

This being premised, I am now under the ne^ 
cessity of observing, that, while the long passage 
last quoted has for its object Language considered 
as a System of Signs made up of the. Grammatical 
Parts of Speech (since Mr. Stewart talks, therein 
the " Structure of Speech'") the example given from 
Johnson's Dictionary in illustration of it, has-MO^ 
THING TO DO With Language considered as a Slnuy 
ture made up of any dispositions of the Parts ^ 
Speech ; but regards only the peculiar impo];t 
Any Single Word, considered as a Sign of 
Individual object^ or set of Objects. Thus the doC' 
trine in question, and the cvampk in which it is 
supposed to be illustrated, exhibit together a com- 
plete confusion of Two Very Different Depart- 
ments in Science. The matter in question is so 
remarkable, in itself; and so importstnt in the 
erroneous consequences which its influence most 
otherwise produce, in the minds of philosophical 
or logical students, especially in these countries ; ^ 
that it is indispensable I should insist upon a con- '^ 
tinuation of the subject. 

When Mr. Stewart was giving his exampleiin 
general terms, it is pity, for the sake of the general 
reader, that he did not specify some single Word, 
as his instance. But, in default of this, he has 
furnished to the Philosopher a clue to his mean- 
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ing : For he says, that, in Johnson, he finds, some- 
times, forty, fifty, and even nxty different mean- 
ings under the same word : And here, therefore, 
we are certified, that he does not allude to so 
many Parts of Speech; because the English 
Language, or Any Other Language in the world, 
has not any thing like the Number of Parts of 
Speech in question. It follows, manifestly, that, 
in his said example, he does not allude to the 
Grammatical import of Any Word, but refers 
ONLY to 2/^ PECULIAR' AND Mere Dialectical 

IMPORT. 

As I conceive it is impossible to shew more 
clearly than is hereby done, that his said example 
does not belong to the Grammatical Structure 
of Language ; I proceed to shew, that neither does 
it apply to that Doctrine of Mr. Tooke which I have 
combated in the last subsection. At the same 
time, I observe, that the whole scope of Mr. Stew- 
art's criticism, now in question, is certainly, levelled 
at Tooke's doctrine concerning the Parts of 
Speech ; because it is its aim to deny that Every 
mtelBgible or proper Word is the Absolute Sign of 
Any Idea, or Object ; while the Absolute or Intrin- 
sic Power or Signification of Words considered as 
Parts of Speech is the very ground upon which 
Mr. Tooke supposed himself, and has been supposed, 
to have effected his grand triumph over Mr. Harris 
and alt preceding Grammarians. 

By the way I remark, that I cannot help being 
sorprised at Mr. Stewart's ascribing to '* Logicians'" 
in general, and to Dr. Reid in particular, the doc- 
trine that Every Word is the Sign of an Idea ; 
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because k is certain Ibat Mr. Tooke is tba iattor 
of tbis doctrine, and that No Grammarian antaoi^ 
dent to Tooke ever could consistently bave aap^ 
posed Language to be an express image of tbongbt^ 
otberwise than in ^figurative and very loose saue, 
since it never was admitted that Prepositioii8t or 
Conjunctions, are the Signs of Objects. 

With regard, then, to the Grammatical doctriM 
of Mr. Tooke ; I affirm my conviction, that he cer- 
tainly never meant to deny that Words change their 
individual peculiar dialectical signification according 
to their association or relative situation with Other 
Words. As, for example, if we take the Word 
Place; No man knew better than Mn Tooke, 
that a Place under a government^ — a Place over 
subordinates, — a Place at table, and a Place ia^omr 
esteem, or out of it, are all very different Things : 
Nor do I suppose that any man knew better, tban 
be did, that the peculiar import or signification o 
the Word — Place — in each of these examples, 
depends entirely upon the Relative situation the 
Word possesses, with respect to the Words thai 
accompany it. The Grammatical Doctrine which 
Mr. Tooke labored to inculcate, when applied to 
this Word — Place — amounts to this — namely*^ 
that the Word Place is a Noun Substantive; 
and, therefore, that, in whatever Association it may 
be placed with respect to Other Words, it never 
can change so as to belong to Any Part of 
Speech except the Notin Substantive : And,, he 
intended the same reasoning to apply to Evbry 
Word in Language, considered as belonging to 
one, or other, of what are called the PAETS OF 
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SPEECH. His words admit of oeither doubt nor 
Imitatioiu ** I do not allow" (says he) *^ that afiy 
** Words change their nature in this manned so as 
^ to belong sometimes to One Part of Speech; 

*^ AND sometimes TO ANOTHER." I trost it IS 

conclusively manifest, therefore, that the presetit 
yiew of Mr. Stewart does not bear, in the least de^ 
gree, upon the doctrine of Tooke. 

But the doctrine of Mr. Tooke, although not 
aflfected by the view in question, explodes itself in 
a moment, whenever we handle it. For (not (o 
repeat how signally it is refdted by the formation 
of Verbs out of Mere Nounsi) the nioment we pro* 
QOUDce the word Place-mam — the Noun Sub* 
STANTivE — Place — becomes a Noun Adjective. 

The matter intended for the next divimon of this 
surtjcle renders it proper to postpone any conclud* 
iog observations upon the present topic. 



2. 



The criticisms which have been offisred by Pro- 
Casadr Stewart upon the writings of Mr. Tooke, in 
liie Essay already mentioned, are, as before ob- 
mepfedj of two very different kinds : The One being 
^ a nature in a general way Philosophical, or 
Philological : The Other, strictly or techfdcatty 
^rramfWticaL 

That the speculations of Mr. Stewart, of the 
4tot mentioned kinid, have their merits, I have no 
unAk to deny : Although, whatever these may be, 
is a malter entirely foreign to my present object to 
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discuss. With regard, on the other hand, to his 
Grammatical Strictures, I am laid under an un- 
avoidable necessity to examine them, from the in- 
fluence they are otherwise likely to possess, owing 
to the general literary reputation of their author. 
Tie Criticisms of this kind, which Mr. Stewart 
has deemed fit to ofier, are very few in number : 
And I am constrained to believe that they will 
not add to his future literary fame. If I am in an 
error, upon this head, the Criticism which I have 
already discussed, and the discussion of that 
which is now immediately to follow, must form th< 
evidences against me : and I shall be content 
be sentenced by their evidence, if the same 
duly investigated by competent judges. 
The Stricture to which I find it necessary, ii 

the present instance, to solicit the particular atten '-^' 

tion of readers, is one in which Professor Stewart^''^ 
desists from his general opposition to the views o^k: ^^ 
Mr. Tooke ; and exhibits to us the wonderfuld '^ 
jphenomenon of his uniting with that extraordinary'^^S' 
metaphysician, in denying that Language is found-* — -'^' 
ed upon Operations of the Mind; or, in efifect, ^m'^ 
that there are Such Things in the Mind, at all, as ^^^ 
Operations upon which Speech could be founded. ^ ' 
The doctrine thus promulgated, by two writers 
eminently distinguished in this country, by their 
difierent departments of philosophical literature, 
is so vastly fallacious in itselfy so destructive of 
the possible erection of a Science of Langui^e, 
and so perniciously erroneous in the Nature which 
it ascribes to the Human Mind, that it cannot be 
too rigorously examined. The portion of Met a- 
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jh/mcal History ^ moreover, which it is aeeeasary to 
state, in order to its dae exposition, will furnish a 
most in6tracti?e lesson to the rising Philosoplier : 
with which portion of history, therefore, I shall 
commeiice its investigation. 

la Dr. Reid's " Essays on the Intellectual 
•• Psfwers^'' (Essay 4. Chap. 4.) he lays down the 
following assumptions. *' Every man is conscious 
^ of a succession of thoughts which pass- in his 

mind while he is awake, even when they are nut 

excited by external objects." 

'* The mind on' this account may be compared 

*• to liquor in the state of fermentation" " in 

*' Ae state of fermentation, it has some cause of 
** motion in itself, which, even when there is no 
^' eause of motion from without, suffers it not to 
'^ be at rest for a moment, but produces a constant 
*' motion and ebullition, while it continues to fer- 

*• ment" " From the constitution of the mind 

'* itself there is a constant ebullition of thought, a 

ooni^nt intestine motion ; not only of thoughts 

barely speculative, but of sentiments, passions 

'^ and afiections, which attend them." " It is 

'^^ often called the train of ideas. This may lead 
'^ ckke^ to think, that it is a train of bare concep* 
'* tions; but this would surely be a mistake. It is 
^* made up of many other operations of mind,, as 
*• vrell as of conceptions, or Ideas." 

. Now, taking the words •* motion^ fermentation^ 
** ebuilition,'' &c. in a figurative sense, as was in- 
tended by Dr. Reid, I altogether concur with 
Mm in the view expressed in the passages 
above quoted. But, in Aw case, they have been 
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accompanied by his usual fortune, of exhibitm 
an astonishing inconsistency with himself. Fo] 
it was the fixed intention of Dn Reid, at the sami 
time, to DENY that there are in the Mind any sucfaKz^ 
things as Idean in the sense of Locke : (Which lasM^ ^t 
mean occasional Ideal Formations in the Min a^ m d 
in the likeness of External ObjectSj and which Idea^ "ai/ 
Formations the Intellect compares together «n^ W jI 
thereupon forms Judgments of their agreements^ omr < 
disagreements^ — a doctrine which Locke taugb' ^t 
with a philosophic purity divested of the errors o^^cnf 
the Aristotelian Scheme; and which I have, oi 
various occasions, labored to assert with peculiar 
evidence :) And any clown could have suggestec^^ -d 
to Dn Reid, that, in order to the boiling of a pot^i* «t, 
there must be something in the pot, to be boiledlE^sA- 
The inconsistency of Reid in this case, however^ ^^ 
appears not to have been overlooked by his. Dia^*" -*• 
ciple ; who, at least by the time that he thougbiK'^^A^ 
of giving his Philosophical Essays to the worIdfc:^» 
discovered the necessity of either sinking as mucK^ ^ush 
as possible these workings of the Mind, or' els»^^^ 
admitting that there must be something therein t^-:*"*^ 
be agitated. Accordingly, therefore, in his strics::^ -^ 
tures against Mr. Tooke's Grammatical doctrine^^ -*^» 
Mr. Stewart (although he sometimes and unavoid 
ably mentions intellectual processes and 
tions) exhibits to us the spectacle of appearing t^ ^^ 
turn suddenly round upon the doctrine of his 
Master, and to strike with one blow at the root 
All his " motions like liquor in the state offenincn^' 
" tation,'' and All his " ebullitions^'' and All hi^ 
" trains of Ideas,'' and all his '* many other oper^^ 
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** Ciom," as well ais conceptions or ideas;" — ^thiis 
taking up his philosophical ground with Mr. Tooke, 
by expressing himself as if there were No Such 
Things as these Operations in the mind. 

Those who are well acquainted with the zeal, 
and the unqualified totality, with which Mn Stew- 
art, in the First Volume of his Elements^ has 
maintained Dr. Reid's Theory of Ideas and of 
the Mind ; especially, if they should at the same 
time not have attended to what he has advanced 
in his Philosophical Essays with regard to Mr. 
Tooke's speculations ; must, doubtless, think that I 
have egregiously misconceived, or raistated, the 
meaning of the former. It is proper, therefore, 
that they should judge of this, from his own ex- 
pressions; which, for this purpose, I shall now 
quote. In his Fifth Essay (already referred to,) 
page 157, he continues his observations thus : 
'* In instances of this sort, it will be generally 
folind, upon an accurate examination, that the 
intellectual act, as far as we are able to trace it, 
is altogether simple, and incapable of analysis ; 
*^ and that the elements into which we flatter our- 
^' selves we have resolved it are nothing more than 
*• the grammatical elements of Speech ; the logi- 
cal doctrine about the comparison of ideas hediring 
a much closer affinity to the task of a school-boy 
in parsing his lesson, than to the researches of 
philosophers, able to form a just conception of 
the mystery to be explained." 
If it were granted here for argument's sake (aU 
though it is very far from being true even in the 
case to which this passage directly refers— namely 
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— that of the peculiar diakctical impoii of a Wiird 
uttered amongst other Words in a sentence) — ^tbat 
the apprehension of it is by an act '^ altogether siiD« 
^* pie ;" I should nevertheless deny, most decidedly, 
that the elements into "vyhich we flatter ourselves we 
have resolved our Ideas in the case of IntcI/* 
LECTUAL Operations in general are nothing 
more than the ^' grammatical elements of Speeck^^ 
And, if Mr. Stewart did not mean to assert bis 
position as a General Principle, it was plainly 
nugatory and beside the subject to assort it at all. 
But it is certain that he did intend to assert it as a 
General Principle ; because he, in general terms^. 
adds, that ^*the logical doctrine about the compari- 
*' son of Ideas l^ears an affinity to the task of 
** school-boy in parsing his lesson.'' And, indeed 
be immediately afterwards says, "These 
'' vations are general, and apply to every case t 
** which language is employed." 

Now, therefore, at the risk of the consequeooes, 
I altogether deny that the doctrine of the compa- 
rison OF ideas bears the smallest affinity to the 
task of a SchooUboy in parsing his lesson : And 
I deem it to be of the last importance to confute 
this assumption, as a fallacy destructive alike of tfie 
true Theory of the Mind and of the Philosophy of 
Language. But first, I must repeat, as already 
observed, that this doctrine of Mr. Stewart chimes 
in, with a wonderful and ominous coincid^ice, 
with that of Mr. Tooke, concerning the Mind and 

its Operations ; a doctrine which the latter has 

stated in the First Volume of the Diversions of 
Purley ; and to which the general lustre of his ety- 
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molo^cal speculations has probably lent a most 
aodeserved credit with the greater part of his 
readers. This Creed, which I have already no* 
ticed with decided dissent in the Jirst section af 
thejirst chapter of this work, I deem fit to dte 
here in the words of Mr. Tooke» as expressed in 
pages 36 and 37, of the Volume referred to. It 
easts blame apon Locke for having ^ talked of 
** the composition of ideas.^ And asserts, that he 
ought ** to have seen that it was merely a contriv- 
^ ^ ance of Language, and that the only composition 
^ was in the terms ; and, consequently, that it was 
''as improper to speak of a complex ideoj as it 
^ would be to call a constellation a complex 
*' star.** But this same doctrine is more feariessly 
and fully expressed in page 5 1 , in the folio wing 
terms. 

The Dialogist, B, says, " Those'' (words) ** which 
'' you call necessary, I suppose you allow to be the 
^ signs of difierent sorts of Ide<iSj or of different 
** Operations of the mind ?" 

To which Mr. Tooke replies, *' Indeed I do 
^ not. The business of the mind, as far as it con^ 
^*eems Language, appears to me to be very 
'^ i^imple. It extends no farther than to receive 
^ impressions, that is, to have Sensations or Feel- 
^* ings. What are called its operations are merely 
^ the operations of Language. A consideration 
^* of Ideas, or of the Mind, or of Things, (relative to 
**tbe Parts of Speech) will lead us no farther than 
'^ to Nouns : i. e. the Signs of those impressions or 
" names of ideas.'' 
It is difficult to pronounce, hete, whether it is 
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more melancboly, to see any writer of consideratic^^ 
capable of uttering this account of the Operatioi^^ 
of the Human Mind, or deplorable to find a wr & 
ter of Professor Stewart's general tone of Specul 
tion for a moment associated with him in a 
tion so humiliating : And yet, I think, one of th^ e 
passages which I have quoted from Mr. Stewai' t 
does certainly associate him with Home Took 
in this doctrine, beyond a possibility of its 
explained away. At any rate, I feel it necessa 
to oppugn the Assumptions of both these writers, 
jointly and distinctly ; which I cannot adequate! 
designate, in a manner demanded by the interestss.^^ 
of Philosophy to prevent the mischievous cpnse^^s- 
quenoe to which they would lead, unless by Qjarym:n 
appearance of declamation foreign to my wish, b^^L ^J 
calling the one a sounding brass^ and the other ^k a 
tinkling cymbal^ alike a discredit to the logical cha- 
racter of the age which gave them birth. By 
designations, therefore, I deem it proper to inti* S: ^- 
mate, I intend no personal disrespect; but onlj^^ Jy 
design to mark the depth to which I here stak^^-^^ 
my judgment to an opposition to these doctrines. 
Firsts therefore, I observe, with regard to th 
position of Mr. Tooke, that it has been so full 
demonstrated, in the foregoing pages, that Word 
are nothing but things analogous to the Shadow 
of our Thoughts^ that, it is altogether certain and 
indisputable, the Structure or Composition of Lan- 
guage must strictly resemble the Structure or Com- 
position of our Ideas : In other words, the Parts of 
S^echy in Any Portion of Language^ when duty .^ 
PARS£D, must be disposed in a perfectly similar \^ 
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Arrangement to that of the Relative Association of 
fke. Thoughts which this Portion of Language ex- 
Dresses. What, then, becomes of Mr, Tooke's 
assertion that '^ the business of the mind, as iar as 
'^ it concerns Language, extends no farther than to 
'* recseive impressions, that is to have Sensations or 
^ Feelings ;" and that what ** are called the opera- 
*tions of the mind, are only the operations of 
^' Language ?" I would here merely ask. Is the 
Operation of Arranging or Composing Ob- 
jects, (by the Mind) into Relatives and interposed 
Relations, nothing but a Sensation or Feel^ 
[NO? And, having asked this question, I should 
deem it an insult to common sense to bestow any 
farther time upon this doctrine of Mr. Tooke. 

Secondly i therefore, with regard to the position of 
Mr. Stewart, I observe, in the first place, that, 
if the Comparison of Ideas be, indeed, as he asr 
saoies, a ** mystery f^ it follows, that a demonstration 
of the connection of the steps of a Geometrical . 
Theorem and that of the connection of equivalency 
between the Sums of the Quantities on the Two 
Sides of an Algebraical Equation are mysteries : 
^hich things, above all others in the worlds the 
buman mind is believed most clearly and complete- 
ly to apprehend. But I humbly conceive that the 
comparison of our ideas, and the formation of 
judgments in result, form together the least mys* 
terious and most certain department of all our 
knowledge. 

But; to let alone general assertion, and to place 
the present question in a most conclusive light, 
I here propose a certain test of the validity of 
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Mr. Stewart's assumed affinity between the O 
pMrUan of ideas and the parsing of a lessen : 
the test which I propose, is a lesson to be parset^^^*; 
while the lesson, to be so parsed,, shall lie^ at th 
same tkne, a Scientific Proposition. This expedien 
I think, cannot fail to convince the dalle^^ imde 
stamiin^y whether, or not, there is any affinity be- 
tween the Two Things in question. I therefo 
propose the following Sentence. 

Two into Three into Four adding On 
tjual Three into Two into Three adding Niir 
subtracting Two, 

Now, in this grammatical lesson^ sncb Wordt^ 
TWo, Tkree^ Fourr One, must be parsed aa Noams ^^ i 
the Word — into — as a Preposition; the 
adding and subtracting as Participles; and th< 
Word EQUAL as a Verb,, whose Nominative is 
Sksm of the expressions on One side of the Eqnationv 
and whose Accusative is the Sum of the expressi 
the Other Side. 

Here, then, to nse the phrase of Mr. 
we have resolved this sentence into its ** Grain— -^"^ 
•* matical Elements rf Speech'' 

fiat I ask. Is there any person who can co: 
found this Grammatical resolution, with Hiat 
the Process^ or Series of Processes, of A BiTnHuxi* 
GAn Science which is signified in the Sentence 
thus parsed ? It is perfectly self evident^, that tibn^ 
Grammatical Resolution is One Thing ; and the 
Arithnetical Solution (if it were here made^) wonid I 
be infinitely Another : Although b(ah the Sciences L 
in question are signified by the same identical L 
train of Signs. 
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And here, in order to do fall justice to my arga*» 
ment, it is requisite that we should go through the 
process last alluded to. The Sentence already 
yiven for our example, whether it be considered 
nm a Grammatical or as an Arithmetical Sentence, is 
% Synthesis — that is, it is a Chain of Elements 
rannected together and forming . One Whole. And 
we have seen that it has been resolved into a 
Grammatical analysis by the process called parsing. 
In order to complete the argument, therefore, we 
must now resolve this Sentence into an Arithme- 
fical analysis ; and then compare the two results 
together. Now the Arithmetical or Algebraical 
analysis, here proposed, will consist in the follow- 
ing Arithmetical Elements, each taken as uncon- 
aec^d with another. 

2x3x4+1=3x2x3+9—2 
And here, in fine, I would ask, Does the Arith- 
metical Idea of the Number 2, resolve itself into 
Lbe Grammatical Idea of a Noun ? Does the 
Arithmetical /{/ea of the Action of multiplying^ 
or of adding, or of subtracting, resolve itself into 
the Grammatical Idea of a Preposition, or a 
Participle ? Or, Does our Idea of the Action 
OF equalling (which now exists between the 
Sams of the Quantities on Each Side of the Equa- 
tion) resolve itself into our Notion of a Verb ; 
which last, we know, is Nothing but the exter- 
nal Signature or Record oflhat Action ; just 
ais the Noun Two, or Three, is Nothing but 
an External Sign or Record of the Arithmetical Idea 
of2, or3? 

In a word, I may ask, Could not any boy, who 
Anal. ^ ^ 
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had learned Arithmetic but had never learned 
Grammar, comprehend that truth of the Science o{ 
Arithmetic which the Sentence contains, without i^ 
the least being able to resolve the Sentence inC^o 
its Grammatical Elements, or so much as knowing j; 
a Noun, from a Verb? And, upon the oth^^ 
hand. Could not any one, who had learned Grajqcs^- 
mar but had never learned Arithmetic, resolve tlm.^ 
the Sentence into its Grammatical Elements, witt^i- 
put having the least conception whether the Ariti 
metical Relations which it expresses are true, 
false ? 

What, then, becomes of that Doctrine wfa 
would introduce so deplorable a confusion inl 
Greneral Logic, as the confounding of the Laws ^^4 
the Composition of the Operations of tbC*^ 
Mind, — and of the Scientific and Dialect, ^' 
CAL Comparison of our Ideas, — with the 
Syntactical Laws of Grammar ? 

In a Subsection in the Introductory Chapter a^ 
this work, in the course of pointing out the 
gious mistake of Condillac and of those whp^ 
have in any extent adopted his views wiU^^ 
regard to the Nature of Language, I intimated 
that it would appear, in the sequel, what 
had flowed from that fallacious doctrine, 
mistake of Professor Stewart with regard t^ 
Grammar, which I have labored to shew in 
present article, is the fruit to which I then imme^ 
diately alluded : And it will here become mani-^ 
fest to the reader, that his confounding the Laws 
of Grammar y with the Laws of the Connection of our 
Ideas in All, or in A n y, of the Various Other Depart- 
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TutrAs of knowkdgey is, in fact, no other thing than 
« new and special instance of the General mis- 
take of confounding Language with Science, which 
^was exposed in the article above referred to. Any 
brief commentary, which could be offered upon 
diis result, could hardly be adequate to express 
tiie extent of confusion which has flowed, and 
nay flow, from the Original mistake in question. 
The only remark 1 shall ofier with regard to it, 
theref6re, is, that we find it has produced the 
portentous event, that, in order to enable the Gram- 
mafian Stewart to coincide with the Grammarian 
Tooke, the Metaphysician of Edinburgh has 
coalesced with the Metaphysician of Purley!!! 

JFinally, I observe, Mr. Stewart calls the doc- 
trine with which I have sided, in the present ail- 
ment, by the name of the " logical doctrine of the 
** comparison of ideas.'' I notice this for the sake of 
explaining, that, although the doctrine thus deno- 
minated is that of Locke and his followers, I 
liave not, in my exposition of it, had the senti- 
ments of any logical writer in view, except merely 
a general recollection of the ground occupied with 
f^;ard to it by Locke himself. At the same time, 
I remark, that the view and illustration of the sub- 
ject which I have herein submitted, is nothing but 
what may be fairly and obviously deduced from 
Ltiicke's Principles: Which Principles I have 
merely exemplified, here, according to my own 
miiform conceptions of the subject, as expressed 
at large in the Chapter of Judgment and Relations, 
in the '' First Lines of the Human Mind." 
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3. 

If I have been justified by the foregoing 
ings, in the opposition which is now offered to tl 
united doctrines of Mr. Tooke and Profe88C^^* 
Stewart with regard to the Nature of Ideas and t ^ 
the Objects of Language^ I cannot think that th ^ 
result can be viewed as being other than of th^^ ^ 
highest importance to the Science of Logic i^^*^ 
general, and to that of Language in particular. Bu=- ^^ 
I must now close these animadversions, owing 
the press of other matter which leaves me no 
to prosecute them farther. And, indeed, whatai 
now before the reader comprehend those views c 
Mr. Stewart which it was most material to th( 
subject to examine: although they embrace no^^t 
all those Grammatical views of that writer which 
cannot help considering as being other than fortu- 
nate. I shall conclude this article, therefore, 
soliciting the attention of my readers to an addi- 
tional consideration ; which, I trust, will afford 
very satisfactory completion of what has been ad-^ 
vanced. 

, In a matter which admits of clear and determin* 
ate proof, such as that of the vast distinction which 
has been shewn to exist between the Laws of either 
the Scientific or the Dialectical Connections of our 
Ideas and the Laws of the Grammatical Connectimis of 
Words, it would be altogether sufficient to demon- 
strate the error of those who have confounded the 
Two Systems, although we should not in the least 
be able to gain a sight of the stumbling block, or 
causcj which had betrayed the party into such a 
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fellac/. But, still, it must be a matter highly sa^ 
tisfactory to scientific cariosity, when, to a de- 
monstration of the error, we can add an exposition 
of the way in which it originated. Now it fortu- 
nately happens that we have, if I mistake not, in 
the case in question, a certain clue to the cause 
which betrayed Mr. Tooke into his error. And, 
if this prove true, it may probably tend to account 
for the coincidence of opinion which Professor 
Stewart has given into, in the present case. In the 
exposition of this cause, moreover, I shall have to 
9u^est a Principle in Language, which will ap- 
pear strangely to contradict a universal maxim of 
Lc^cians with regard to its general nature ; and 
to which, therefore, I would particularly solicit 
attention in this place : Although the Principle in 
question cannot be treated in full, until we arrive 
at the chapter of Nouns. 1 proceed to the fact 
which is our immediate object 

When I first perused the assertion of Mr. Tooke 
(Vol. 1, pages 36, 37 ofhiswork) that Locke ought 
not to " have talked of the composition ofideas^ but 
^ would have seen that it was merely a contrivance 
^of Language: and that the only composition 
*' was in the terms ; and that consequently it was 
*' as improper to speak of a complex idea^ as it' 
** would have been to call a constellation a com« 
''plex star;" I never was more surprised at the 
cartain and palpable untruth of any doctrine; nor 
coold I. in the least conceive from what cause such 
a view of the subject could possibly have arisen. 
At the same time, I noticed that Mr. Tooke, in 
context, immediately adds, that <^ they are nof 
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*^ ideas^ but merely terms ^ wbicli are general am-^ 
*' abstract'' It was plain, however, from this l^i^sX 
expression, that the writer had grounded his 
trine of Composition upon the assumption th 
it is NOT IDEAS, but MERELY TERMS, that are 
NERAL and ABSTRACT : thougb, (like Mr. Stewacrr^ 
on various occasions,) Mr. Tooke, in the presen^M^ 
case, does not furnish his readers with a train c^^ 
reasoning; but is satisfied with uttering a 
dictum, which leaves much to conjecture, or re 
flection. 

And hereupon I remark, in the first place, tha^^ t 
Mr. Tooke's above-mentioned assumption (whiclf=^ 
is also that of all sound Philosophers) is true : il 
certainly is not ideas, but merely terms, thai 
are general and abstract. This position beinj 
conceded ; We are now to search for the Cause o] 
Reason why Mr. Tooke makes this assumptioik^ 
aground for denying the Composition of ideas r* 
and why Mr. Stev/art degrades and denies the- 
doctrine of the Compaf^ison of Ideas: For both 
these doctrines must stand, or fall, together. 

This Cause, I confess, did not strike me until 
after some time and reflection. But I now think 
it must be found to consist in the following 
consideration ; although I can only derive it from 
conjecture, as neither Mr. Tooke nor Mr. Stewart 
expresses any such matter, along with his views of 
the subject It is a Maxim of Logicians and 
Grammarians, which I believe no one has ever 
thought of calling in question, that the great bulk 
of Words in a Language are Abstract General 
Terms. Now this Maxim being assumed, toge- 
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th^ witU the Truth that it is not ideas, bat 
MJBItEiiY T£RMS» that are general and abstract ; these 
two premises lead syllogistically to the inevir 
t^ble conclusion, that, in all the Concatenations 
signified by Language, there is signified No Conca- 
tenation or Composition of Ideas, but ^^ Only a Com* 
^^ position o/* Terms." 

The argument is so manifestly complete in its 
Farmf that (" as Logicians love to speak") if both 
the Major and the Minor Proposition be true, 
the Conclusion cannot be false. Thus it is : Alh 
^ract General Terms are Nothing but Names: 
But the bulk of the Words in a Language is made 
of Abstract General Terms : Therefore, the Com- 
positions expressed by Language are Nothing but 
Compositions o/* Terms. 

I trust the reader will be of opinion with me in 
^Qncluc^ing, that this is the very and the only 
^rgumei^t upon which Mr« Tooke could have built 
hijf astonishing doctrine of Composition. 

But what will be said, here, iftve can strike at the 
root of this argument by denying the Minor Propo^ 
iition which it contains ? What will be said, by 
Logicians, if we may, with demonstrable truth, 
DENY that there is Any Such Thing in Lan- 
guage as an Abstract General Term ; pro- 
vided, always, that the word Term be taken to 
mean, as it certainly does mean in the sense of 
Mr. Tooke and of all other Writers, an Abstract 
Noun Substantive? But I do here expressly 
and altogether deny this: and I have not the 
smallest fear concerning the proofs which must 
spppprt this denial. Nor do I think a greater 
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service could be rendered to the subject, in this 
part of my work, than by pointing out the real and 
great fallacy of the prevailing Maxim, that the 
bulk of Nouns Substantive in Language are Ab- 
stract General Terms. 

In the First place, therefore, I affirm, that Any 
Such Word as Things Animal^ or Man^ is not a 
Noun Substantive. Secondly; Neither, with 
the addition of an Adjective^ does the complex 
Term become a Noun Substantive ; such as when 
we say. White Man, Strong Man^ or Wise Man. 
Thirdly ; But if, to the term Mariy or White Mitth 
we add, or prefix, Any Numeral or Distribu* 
tive Definitive, such as when we say — A Man^ 
The White Man^ Any Man^ Some White Men^ 
All Men ; This Distributive Definitive is an In- 
dividuating Principle ; it possesses the Gram' 
matical Virtue of leavening the whole mass of 
Terms with which it is connected, and thus 

■ 

converts the Abstract General T^rm Jl/on, 
or fFhite Man, into a Concrete : And thus Every 
Noun Substantive in Language is, and must be, a 
Concrete- Term. As, for example, when it is 
said that Man is mortal ; this expression must be 
resolved into All Men are Mortal ; because the 
Word — Man — until it is converted into a Coth 
Crete term by virtue of the word All, (or Some 
Such Individuating Term) is Not a Sign of any Thing 
in the Universe^ and in fact means Nothing 
whatever. 

It is hardly worth while to remark, here, that 
the few solitary persons who still cherish the doc- 
trine of Abstract General Ideas, will, of course, 
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contend that the Word Man is the SigU o£ ai 
Crtneral Man^ and is therefore the Sign of an 0!h 
jectf even when it is not converted into a Sign of One 
or More Individual Men. Those persons must 
be left to their own opinion. It is enough to ob- 
serve, that both Mr. Tooke and Mr. Stewart, and 
Ae great bulk of Philosophers downward from 
Hobbes and Locke, (together with Aristotle him- 
self,) are unanimous in the conviction that General 
Terms are the Signs of Nothing evc^t of Any Numr 
ber 6f Individual Objects. Hence, therefore, my 
present argument against Mr. Tooke's doctrine 
must be admitted, as being finally conclusive* 

It is now to be pointed out and remarked by 
what kind of mistake LiOgicians and GrammarianfiT 
bave always supposed, that the great bulk of Words 
in a Language consists of Abstract General Terms. 
The truth is, that the great bulk of Words in a 
HiBXicoN is certainly made up of Abstract Gene- 
ral Terms. But I have to suggest here, as wasT 
hinted in the First Section of this Chapter, and is 
a. distinction of very primary importance, that the 
iVords in a Lexicon are Not Language. On 
the contrary, those Words, or Terms, are Mere- 
ly Materials adapted to be composed into 
language. No Word in a Lexicon either qffimut 
or denies or espresses Any Thing except an Insular 
IM'ouN without Relativeness to Any Thing Else in the 
XJniverse. The Words in a Lexicon bear the Very 
Same Relativeness to Language, that Letters in 
the Box of the Compositor bear to Any Portion 
of Speech which the Compositor afterwards 
Anal. ^ ^ 
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yjETS 'W ^h ikm L^ttn. And the JVecmwy 
consequence of dmwiQg Words from a Lexicon and 
siting them up in a Book, or Speech of Any Sbrtf hk 
the CONVERSION of these Words from betng A»* 
STRAGT QfiN^BAl' T^erfTs^, to being Congbbtb 
Individvating Terms: While the Sign ov Coii^ 
VERSION is, necessarily, either the expbbssino. 

or the UNDERSTANDING of SoBtB DlSTKIBVnTli 

Pefinitivs mnexed to the Abstract Terms ift 
qu^tion. For the Things called Words canBOt be 
made Language at all, except by making them the 
Signs of our Idba9 of the INDIVIDUAL 06fect$ 
that aye, or ha^oe been, qv shall be, in the Vhivers^^ . 

What may be farther proper to advance, upon 
the present head, belongs appropriately to the 
C!hapter of Nouns: And, therefore, I shall noil 
enlarge upon the subject at present, Enoagb, 1 
trust, has been advanced, in this place, to disprove 
demonstratively the assumption that the bulk of 
Words in a Language (as those Words Mvar Bd 
construed) are Abstract General Terms. AoA^ 
y»it\k this exposition, it is manifest that the tvbolif 
doctiine of IVf n Tooke that Composition if ml ^ 
JUisas, 4>ut onhft in Terms, falls completely to (ha 
ground. 

What, iqdeed, could be more deplorable, even 
considered apart from the proofis now fumisbad^ 
than an assumption that Words should have C6m^ 
position, and that the Things op whic^ Worm 
ARE the; Signs should not have a Composition; 
distinct from though collateral with the: former^ 
!Qiit let us listen, here, to the Language of Mn 
TiEioke himself, when he comes to treat of PreposU 
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tions; where he foJfgetB bift Principal Do6tfvie$ 
and indulges in such Language as follows. Andf 
in 80 doingi let us draw the proper coacldsion 
with regard to the con8I8T£ncy of the two distill^ 
guisbed Writers now in question, fronl the fkct thM 
both Mr. Tooke and Profedsor Stewart frequently 
mention the Ideas and Operations of the Mind, al^ 
though they so wonderfully deny to the Mind any 
Such Functions as the Comparison or CompositiM 
of Ideas. 

*' For having occiasion" (says Mr. Tooke) *' vt 
^ communication, to mention a coUection of Ideai 
** for which there is no one simple cotnpkj! term tit 
^ the Language, we take that term which includes 
<« the greatest number though not All 6f Uie Ideas 
^ we would communicate*"—*" Diversions of Pur^ 
"fe^,** Vol. I. page 3^20. 

it must be in the recollection of the reader, that 
i have already pointed out this glaring coniradtCf 
tion in the Doctrine of Mr. Tooke^ in the first chap 
ter of this work. And here again 1 would ask, What 
liecomes of the Doctrine that '^ the only Compost^ 
-** Han is m the terms ;" When '^ coLiiBCXloNS os 
^ iPBAs" are herein expressly mentioned as being 
the- Objects of which Terms are Nothing but the 
^Signsf 

After what has been advanced in the introduce 
tary chapter smd in the present article/witb regard 
tA the fallacy now under consideration, Iltfust I 
nay pass on, with a hope that the real merits of 
tba Snbject are sufficiently exposed, to arrest the 
IjroigrMis of those consequences which must others 
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wise have continaed to 'flow from it, in perverting 
the logical views of those whose OfBce it may be to 
teach the Principles of Reason, in time to come. 
But, in quitting this topic, there is one remark 
which I would particularly suggest for the atten* 
tion of every reader of what has gone before. It 
has appeared that Mr. Stewart, in his view of the 
Subject, makes use of the phrase — '* closer affinity !" 
Now this phrase, if not qualified by any limitation, 
is extremely loose or indefinite : for there are no 
Two Objects -in the Universe between which there 
is not, in a Philosophical sense, some affinity or 
analogy. But Mr. Stewart (very properly) has 
qualified this expression ; or, rather, has preceded 
it with a definite and precise assumption : And 
the purpose of my present remark is to qautiod 
any reader, not to take the word '^ affinity^^ in 
this case, for the ground of his judgment, inasmuch 
as this expression might be explained to a very 
great latitude. It is upon the definite assertion of 
Mr. Stewart, that ^' the Elements into which we 
^' flatter ourselves we have resolved" the Compo* 
nent Ideas signified by any Concatenation of Lan^ 
gnage '^ are nothing more than the Grammatical 
'^ Elements of Speech j'^ that we are to reason and 
draw our conclusion. And here I expressly say. 
Any Concatenation or Portion of Language ; be- 
cause we have seen, Mr. Stewart has affirmed that 
his ^^ observations are general, and apply to every 
^* case in which language is employed." 

The question to be considered by future writers 
on Logic, therefore, is. Whether they will conclude 
that the Train of Component Ideas signified by Any 
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Proposition or Portion of Speech (let it, for exam* 
pie, be the Train of c(H)perating Ideas of Quanti- 
ties signified by the verbal expression of an Alge- 
braical Equation, although a Train of Any Other 
Idem would do as well) can be resolved into No 
Eleitients except Those Elements contended for 
by Mr. Tooke and Mr. Stewart — namely — ^The 
" Orammatical Elements of Speech f 

SUBSECTION III. 

Examination of the Assumption of Dr. Murray aiuf 
Othei^ Eminent Etymologists^ that Verbs existed 
prior to Nouns. 

I HAVE given to the topic, which forms the Sub^ 
ject of. the present article, the distinction of a se- 
parate head, chiefly in order to shew the unsafety 
of grounding our views of Language upon mere 
'Etymological evidence; and, more especially, in 
forming conclusions the actual evidences of which 
cannot certainly be traced back to that epoch of 
Speech to which the conclusion in question is re- 
ferred. I proceed, at once, to state the Assurap- 
t;ion which the following observations with regard 
to it are intended to confute. 

** Many philological inquirers" (says Dr. Mur- 
^ray, in his First Volume^ page 236) " have main- 
tained, in a plausible but inconsiderate manner, 
*^ that nouns, or names of objects, must have been 
■•* invented before verbs or names of actions." ^ 
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•* When the father of men gave names to the ani- 
** mals in Eden, he certainly obtained time to 
** learn their qualities; at least, if the obvious ety- 
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'^ mologies, some of ^fiich are given by Mmm 
*' himself, may be admitted as evidence^ t|ie mattinr 
^^ is placed beyond any doubt It is certain Uiat 
^> the verb was invented before the nonn in aU 4fa6 
^ Languages of vi^hich a tolerable account has been 
^^ procured either in ancient or in modem times.**' . 

It must be evident to every reader, who is at all 
in the subject, that the place to offer a full or prO^ 
per objection to the assumption expressed by Dr. 
Murray in the leading, proposition of the passage 
above quoted, was not until after I had strictly 
demonstrated that the Name of an Actiok, 
when taken ahne, is Not a Verb ; and shewn, ibat 
it furnishes a striking test of the deplorable state 
of the Philosophy of Language, when a writer of 
^aainence, in treating guardedly of the matter lA 
question, deliberately talks of ^* Verbs.ot Nfima 
** of Actions'' as being Synonymous Terms or One 
Same Thing. The time however is now cpme^ 
when it appears proper to state this obgecticm; 
And^ in so doing, I have only to point out the conr 
fusion in Grammar which it causes ; as fumiahing 
an indisputable proof that Dr. Murrs^y, when he 
asserted the prior existence of Verbs to Nouns^ 
did not mean, or contemplate, Verbs at Ai«ii» bat 
had in his imagination Merely Nouns of Action. 

After this exposition, it must be altogether hu* 
nec^sary to take up much time with any fsatthet 
discussion of the subject. For it appears^ froisi a^ 
testimonies, to be a fact» which I suppose no one 
will ever attempt to deny, that Subjects on 
AG-Ei«fs, in the very origin of Speech^ (as Ikt as 
that origin can be traced,) were usually^ or. pechdps 
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«nitenal)y, dmomiiiated hj the Niune of Some 
Actioti- "^hich the J most naturally performed Mr; 
Tooke (bmg before Dr. Murray) pointed out botb 
tte truth and the manner of this detrignation : and 
I BBver aaw any reason to question bis explanation 
of the matter. 

In the very banning of Speech, indeed, those 
Names of Actions which have since been taken to 
signify the Performers of those Actions may be 
SQpposed to have been Onfy A^ective Names. A 
Ihsa or Grower^ (for example) might possibly have 
been called a Growing Thing ; A Rvoer^ a Ruth 
inmg Thing ; A Father, a Begetting livii^et. And, 
if this was the fact, the Substantive — ^Thing — o* 
Whatever Other Ward was employed in this effkt-^ 
VKonId soon be sunk for ever^ for the sake of dis^ 
patch in utterance. If this be supposed to have 
bsen the case ; then, the/ac/ which Mr. Tooke has 
aaderted hocomes highly natural and probable.. 

** The terms you speak of** (says he) " however 
^ denominated in construction, are generally (I say 
^ gemralljf) Participles or Adjectives used without 
^ any Substantive to which they can be joined ; 
*< and are therefore, in construction^ c(mii]dered as 
•• Substantivefif." — ** Diversions of Purley^'' VoL 2, 
page 17. 

I conceive, that this account of Adjectives em- 
ployed as Substantives holds true of the great 
Ijnlk, or nearly the totality, of most Languages con- 
nected with the origin of our own Tongue. And 
I farther suppose, that the great bulk of these Ad- 
jectives are what are called Participles, and are 
Merely Names of Actions. 
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'^ mologies, some of ^bich are given by Mqmi 
*' himself^ may be admitted as evidenoe^ t|ie matier 
*^ is placed beyond any doubt. It is certain that 
^ the verb was invented before the noun in aU Hbt 
^ Languages of vi^hich a tolerable account has been 
*^ procured either in ancient or in modem timea^'' v. 

It must be evident to every reader, who is at all 
in the subject, that the place to offer a full or pttH 
per objection to the assumption expressed by Dr. 
Murray in the leading. proposition of the passage 
above quoted, was not until after I had strictly 
demonstrated that the Name op an AcTioir, 
when taken ahne^ is Not a Verb ; and shewn, that 
it furnishes a striking test of the deplorable state 
of the Philosophy of Language^ when a writer of 
^aainence, in treating guardedly of the matter lA 
question, deliberately talks of ^^ Verbs. ot NmMS 
'^ of Actims'' as being Synonymous Terms or One 
Same Thing. The time however is now cpme^ 
when it appears proper to state this objectioB; 
And^ in so doing, I have only to point out the con- 
fusion in Grammar which it causes ; as fumiabing 
an indisputable proof that Dr. Murray, when he 
asserted the prior existence of Verbs to Nouns^ 
did not mean, or contemplate, Verbs at AUi, bat 
had in his imagination Merely Nouns of Action. 

After this exposition, it must be altogether un* 
necessary to take up much time with any Curther 
discussion of the subject. For it appears^ from' sl^ 
testimonies, to be a fiaict^ which I suppose no one 
will ever attempt to deny, that SuBJBCiisr on 
A&EN7S, in the very origin of Speech^ (as Cur aa 
that origin can be traced,) were usually^ or. peiiidps 
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inlireniBiUy, denominated by tbe Niune of Some 
Action "^hich tfaej most naturally perfarmed. Mr; 
Tooke (bmg before Dr. Murray) pointed oiit both 
tte truth and the manner of this designation : and 
f. nnver saw any reason to qnestion his explanation 
of the matter. 

In the very banning of Speech, indeed, those 
Names of Actions vrhich have since been taken to 
signify the Performers of those Actions may be 
SQi^osed to have been Only A^ective Names* A 
2We or Grower^ (for example) might possibly have 
been called a Growing Thing ; A Rvoer, a Mun* 
m»g Thing ; A Father, a Begetting Tbi^g. And, 
if this was tiie fact, the Substantive — ^Thing — oi^ 
Whatever Other Word teas employed in this offkt-^ 
^BKonld soon be sunk for ever^ for the sake of dis* 
patch in utterance. If this be supposed to have 
boen tiie case ; then, the/ac/ which Mr. Tooke has 
aaaerted becomes highly natural and probable.. 

" The terms you speak of*' (says he) " however 
r denominated in construction, are generally (I say 
** generally) Participles or Adjectives used withont 
^any Substantive to which they can be joined; 
'* and are therefore, in construction^ c(mi;idered as 
" Substantives." — ** Diversions of Purley,'' Vol. 2, 
page 17. 

I conceive, that this account of Adjectives em- 
ployed as Substantives holds true of the great 
bulk, or nearly the totality, of most Languages con- 
nected with the origin of our own Tongue. And 
I farther suppose, that the great bulk of these Ad- 
jectives are what are called Participles, and are 
Merely Navies of Actions. 
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To conclude^ however, with regsird to the Ori- 
gin of Words ; It is quite undeniable that both 
Mr. Tooke and Dr. Murray, from the evidence of 
their own express Language, lived and died in the 
firm belief that a Verb is Merely a Word, taken 
BY ITSELF ; and, that it is a Verb purely in virtue 
of its being the Name of an Action. A Verb, says 
Mr. Tooke, " does not imply assertion ; for No 
^* Single Word can.'* And, in the same tenor. Dr. 
Murray tells us of " NounSf or Names of Objects f 
• — and of " Verbs, or Names of Actions J' The Fun- 
damental Grammatical Truth demonstrated in the 
foregoing reasonings— -namely — that a Verb is not 
a Mere detached Mass of Lingual Stuff' taken by it^ 
self alone, but is a Lingual Mass forming a Bridge 
between Two Other Such Masses, never was suspect- 
ed by either of these eminent Etymologists. 
: In fine ; it is decisively manifest, that, in assert*^ 
ing a priority of existence of Verbs to Nouns, Dr* 
Murray has fallen into the very same sort of ab- 
surdity, as if he had asserted that Bridges existed 
prior to the existence of the Banks which support 
them, and which (in order to be Bridges) they 

MUST CONNECT. 
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SECTION FIFTH. 

w 

Or THE VIEWS OF SOME GRAMMARIANS WITH REGARD TO 
THE NATURE OF THE VERB CONSIDERED AS A COPULA OR 
CONNECnVE; INVOLVING SOME CONSIDERATION OF JVX- 
TAPOSmON OR GRAMMATICAL CONTACT. 

Such is the nature and importance of that Cpnsti- 
taent Principle of Language which, in its various 
modification, demands the different Names of Li- 
mited Silence, Apposition, Juxtaposition, 
find Grammatical Contact, that T apprehend 
its analysis demands the rank and distinction of 
an appropriate Chapter, in a work on Philosophi- 
cal Grammar. Accordingly, therefore, I shall, in 

■ • 

the sequel, duly admit it to this distinction. But, 
owing to the Principle in question's being one 
vrfaich is interwoven with every other Element' of 
Spielech, it is altogether unavoidable that some no^ 
tiee should be had of it in this place, and perhaps 
Ht some other intermediate stages of the work. 

The leading topic proposed for the present Sub- 
jection, is an examination of that view of the sub- 
ject which has been taken by a learned and ingeni- 
ous writer, whose opinions I am led to consider on 
account of certain expressions which he has em-, 
ployed, which admit of two very different inter- 
pretations ; insomuch, that, if the matter were not 
explained, it might naturally lead to a supposition 
Anal. ^ ^ 
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that I have, in some most material points, beeti 
hitherto saggesting the very same Principles vrhich 
had been laid down by this writer. Whereas, in 
reality, no two expositions of the Nature of Lan- 
guage could be more different, than our respective 
opinions of the subject. 

The investigation itself, besides its more imme- 
diate purpose, will lead to the notice of soine im* 
portant considerations in Language; a dae ap- 
prehension of which will be found requisite for a 
thorough understanding of Grammar: owing to 
which, the intended explanation, I trust, will not be 
found in any respect undesired by the grammatical 
reader. 

The view of the subject which I thus propose to 
examine, is that furnished by the writer of the ar- 
ticle ** Grammar," in Dr. Rees's Cyclopedia. It 
is the same to which I alluded in a former section, 
in adverting to the ambiguous phraseology of 
jBishop Lowth. I proceed to the consideration of 
it, without farther preface. 

** A Verb'- (says the author in question) ** is bor* 
^' rowed from a thing, to express the action of that 
^* thing. It implies connection of an agent and its 
^' object, or more generally the connection of a 
f ' cause with its effect. But this connection is not 
t* expressed by an independent word, but by t)i^ 
** juxtaposition, or the combination into one word» 
^' of the Agent and its object." 
. In perusing this definition of a Verb, I suppose, 
Siny one would naturally imagine it intends to ez^ 
press, that a Verb connects an Agent or Nominative 
with an Objective Noun Substantive : because no 
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Other grammatical import can be^aataexed to the 
iprord Object^ except that of the Accusative or Objec* 
the to a Verb, or Preposition. And, if the writer in 
qiiestion had meant this, he would in this point 
Imve coincided altogether with a Fundamental 
Principle of Grammar which I have advanced^ 
But it is sufficiently manifest that this writer, in 
the expression above quoted, did not mean any 
Objective Case ; but, on the contrary, by the word 
• — ^^ Objecf* — he meant to assert that a Verb con^ 
Hects an Agent with its own Action or Energy. 
In proof of this, I quote the following passage. 

'^ Verbs express the operations or active qualities 
*' of things ; and as the growth of words corre* 
** sponds with the growth of our ideas, it follows 
^* that verbs originally were the names of things ; 
^ but, by combining them with the personal pro- 
'* nouns, they became, in consequence of the asso- 
*^ ciation of ideas, to express not things, but their 
•* operations." 

^ In this passage it is conclusively manifest, that 
its author, instead of ever supposing a Verb to be 
a Connector of an Agent with the Objector Co^ 
Agent of its Action, asserts a Verb to be nothing^ 
but the Sign of an Active Quality of an Agent, 
and affirms, that What constitutes a Verb is a combi* 
kAtion into one word of the Name of an Action 
and the Name of its supposed Sole Actor^ to th^ 
titter exclusion of any thought of an Accusative 
Noun as having any part or co-operation in the 
taiatter. 

Upon this passage, therefore, I observe, in the 
KiBi place, that it has been shewn at large, in the 
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Mmt Sectioii of this Chapter, that Not YKUhfh 
but Adverbs, are the Sign^ ii^hich must gramma- 
tically or rationally signify the Active QuAZ^iTifs 
of things : Which Active Qualities it is of 
the utmost grammatical importance to contra- 
distinguish from Actions between Things, 
Secondly. I observe, there is another objection to 
be laid against the a;ccount of the Verb given by 
this writer ; of a logical magnitude equal to the one 
just adverted to. What I now allude to, is his asr 
sumption, (an assumption, indeed, by no means 
peculiar to him, but which he manifestly and 
fairly derives from the genius of what are called 
the learned languages) — namely — that a Verb is 
constituted by a combination into One Word 
OF Two Different Words. In this assumption, 
it is necessary to point out, that there is a vast and 
infinite logical distinction altogether confounded 
and annihilated : I mean that which of necessity 
exists between Combination and Connection. 
Owing to the very momentous grammatical conse- 
quences of this distinction, it is requisite to dwell 
for a little time upon the merits of the subject. 

We have seen, that ^' Juxtaposition" jia jijon- 
sidered, by the writer in question, as being One 
Same Thing with ''Combination." Contrary 
to this, however, I must assert them, here» in all 
the distinction of their two difierent natures. Jux- 
taposition in Grammar, (like Juxtaposition in 
Building, or in Any Thing £lse^) Links any Dftfo 
Different Objects together^ without annihilating fir 
dedrthfittg their distinct iMDiviDUALiTixa x>& 
plurality ; which last is necessary to their very 
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idence. But the Term Combination in Grammar, 
as in Building or in Any Other Sabject, is the pro* 
per term employed when we intend to assume that 
iliirjf Number of Objects is formed into One Object 
whm^in all logical distinction of Component Individ 
duals is designedly destroyed. A Bridge, for 
example, is connected by Juxtaposition with each 
of the Abutments which this Bridge connects : 
bat no intelligent person can ever confound two 
Objects so officially and logically different, as a 
Bri^e and either of the Abutments by which it 
is supported and which it connects. 

Any farther occupying of time with a view to 
illustrate the real nature of this subject must, I 
conceive, be unnecessary : since it becomes in the 
clearest manner evident that no confusion could 
lie more absurd, or intolerable, than a confouQding 
of I>ifierent Words in the manner which has been 
lierein objected to. I shall conclude this topic, 
tiierefore, by observing that the genius of those 
^uflcng^ages which admit the confusion in question 
is to the last degree at war with reason. Nay, 
lieyond this, it is necessary to sugg^t, that, 
^hile Connection is a most important and Prin- 
cipal Element in Language ; the Principle of Com* 
SIMATIon, (except only in the case of the Letters^ 
€t$ JEkments of Words,) has No Part at ALI4 in 
I^nouage: The very existence of Speech de** 
|i^3ids upon NOT admitting it. 

At the same time, it may be conceded, that, 
ptovided the Principle be tacit Ij/ understood and adr 
Wkfed i9 all languages^ it may certainly be allowable 
to ;3rieid to conveniencey to taste, or even to mere 
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pre-established habiti in tolerating an appearance o 
the blending of a Verb with its Nominative, or an 
other such apparent coalescence. For there is 
infinite difference, between a toleration of such illo 
gical Forms and an ignorance of the iibsurdit; 
which attends construing them according to thei 
absurd aspect. The Whole System of Elistox, 
in Language, proceeds upon this Principle ; and i 
to be justified by it. The Immediate Object a 
Philosophical Grammar is not to produce any ge^ 
neral or violent change in the Express Face a 
any Language ; but to change the erroneous Gram- 
MATicAL Ideas which have hitherto been annexed 
to Language^ in the minds of those who speaks 
or hear it. It may, for argument's sake, be supposed 
to be tolerable, if there existed as much difference 
between the Express Aspect of a Language and 
its understood Structure, as between the Picture 
or Image of a Man and a Rea;l Man with all his 
Animal Construction : Yet, What should we say of 
the Rationality, or Pretensions, of a People^ who, 
in their Ideas, should confound these Two Ob« 
jects as being One and the Same ? 



Besides the considerations already discnssed, 
there is a difference to which I deem it requisite 
to advert, between the views of the writer in ques* 
tion and those which I entertain ; which difference 
is of a three-fold nature. It consists in an assump- 
tion of this writer, that " the Verb — Is — ^is the 
*• Essential Idea of Every Verb ;" that " the pri- 
" mary idea of is denotes Connection f and, that 
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Juxtaposition can supply the place of the Ferb Sab^ 
wtantiw. 

' Thus, He says, "If then is be the characteris- 
** tic or essential idea of every Verb ; and if farther, 
^Vas appears from facts, the primary idea of is de- 
'^ notfes connection ; it follows that not assertion, 
as grammarians have supposed, but connection 
is that which constitutes every Verb- But the 
connecting Verb itself will not appear necessary^ 
if we judge of its use in the ancient languages, 
ihejuj^aposition of the Subject and the Predicate 
being sufficient to supply its place." \ 
Now with regard to this passage, in the First 
place, I observe, it is true, that the Verb — is — like 
every other Verb, denotes Connection ; but not 
a Connection of a Subject with its Predicate or 
Enehoy as this writer supposes ; but, on the con- 
trary, a Connection of a Subject with an Objec- 
tive Case. This is a Principle sufficiently de« 
monstrated and settled ; and, therefore, I shall not 
add any thing with respect to it, in this place. 

Secondly^ I observe. It has been shewn, by proofe 
altogether analytical, that the Verb Substantive — 
is — ^is NOT the characteristic or essential idea of 
every Verb ; nor yet that of Any Verb, itself alone 
excepted. 

Thirdly. It only remains, therefore, to consi^ 
der the assumption of this writer — that the Juxta- 
position of a Subject and a Predicate is sufficient 
to supply the place of the Verb Substantive. 

Now with regard to this^ I have already shewn, 
at length, that such is the nature and force of Jux- 
taposition, that it forms, of itself alone, the Prin- 
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eiPLE OP AssBRTiON, hothcfVEUBs nxiAef Awh 
jECTiyEs. Butt along with this, it was eqimlly 
shewn, that the General Principle of Assertion 
and theYBKB SuBSTANTiyE are Two Things which 
have nothing to do with one another ; the former 
being a Principle involved in a Juxtaposition 
OF Any Two Words ; and the latter possessing 
the Sole^nd Limited Office of coupling Ant Sub- 
ject with Space, or with Time. 

Juxtaposition, although it cannot supply the 
place of the Verb Substantive, and is a Thing 6n« 
tirely foreign to the peculiar Office of this Verb, is, 
certainly, so far of the Generic Nature of a Verb, 
that it is a Bridge of Connection between Samt 
Two Words, just as a Verb is a Bridge of Connec* 
tion between Two Syntactical Nouns. And the 
Principal Specific difference between the Two 
Things in question is, that a Verb is a Bri^e 
formed of a Word ; whereas a Grammatical Con- 
tact is a Bridge formed of Nothing but the Action 
OF Contacting. Accordingly, therefore, when 
this Principle is appropriately expressed, it must 
be done by the fact of One Word acting with 
Another, that is, as I have already said. One Wordf 
GRAMMATICALLY CONTACTING Another. Now all 
this is at an infinite distance from giving to the 
Principle of Contacting the Office of the 
Substantive Verb; which office is nothing, but 
that of connecting Any Particular Individual Sub* 
ject with One Primary Universal Accusative 
Noun — ^namely— Space, or Time ; with which^ 
Every Subject must be supposed connected, in the 
Primary Action of existing, before such subject can 
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be expressed as being engaged in Any ADJECTiyk 
Act; as has been justly asserted by Harris, ai* 
though rashly ridiculed by Tooke. 

In the prosecution of his own view of the subject, 
the writer in the Cyclopedia expresses himself 
thus. *' Mr. Harris and other Grammarians over- 
'' looking the force of Juxtaposition, and judging 
^' of the importance of the Substantive Verb from 
^ its frequent use in modem Speech, have supposed 
** that it was absolutely necessary to the existence 
^ of language, and that no proposition can be com- 
^ inunicated without it/' In opposition to this 
assumption of Harris, the writer under consider- 
ation cites examples from the Hebrew Language, 
importing in English — " And Moses said, * Who I ;' " 
— " And Moses said, * I not eloquent/ " Now 
this Idiom of the Hebrew Language corresponds, 
precisely and very remarkably, with the statement 
which I have already laid down, in opposition to 
the opinion of Mr. Locke and other writ^ti, con-' 
eeming the Office of the Word Is, — when this 
Word is viewed by itself alone — namely — that it 
has Nothing to do with asserting, at all; but that 
Assertion, whether it be of an Action or a Qiiality^ 
\a effected purely by the Apposition or Jtirtaposition 
of Two Words. And here also it is to be observed, 
that this mode of assertion is so far from being pe- 
culiar to the Hebrew, or to any Dead or Mere 
Ancient Language, that it exists in Modem Lan* 
guages of great pre valency : As, for example, in 
this Hindostanee and the Malayan Tongues; 
which are spoken by perhaps above a hundred 
minions' of persotas. Besides which, it has beeii 
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strictly demonstrated, in the foregoing pages, that 
Englishmen themselves assert by this Principle 
and by what is called the Participial Form. 

Thus in the Hindostanee, the ordinary vernacu- 
lar Idiom is, " / coming/" " I going ;" — not " / 
" came,' " I go." It is true, also, that the Verb 
Substantive may in such case be expressed ; as 
'^ I going AM :" And when it is not expressed, it is, 
doubtless, to be understood. But we are never to 
lose sight of the demonstrated truth — that the Verb 
Substantive^ whether expressed or merely under- 
stood, has No Office in asserting that / go : it only 
asserts that / ea;ist in Space. 

And here it is due to the Structure of the Hin- 
dostanee Language to observe, that, admirable as 
the English Tongue certainly is in its approxima- 
tion to, and its capability of becoming, a strictly 
Philosophical Structure, yet it is excelled by that 
of Hindostan in the point in question. For, in 
the latter, when a speaker, in his ordinary Idiom, 
drops the Verb Substantive, he does not alter t/ifi, 
Form of the Name of an Adjective Act, as . is 
done in English ; that is, he does not, instead of 
" I am goingy' say " I go ;" but he merely substi- 
tutes " I going/'iox " I going am ;"" and thus, .he 
ALWAYS asserts in what we call the Participial 
Form. In the Malayan Language, according to 
Mr. Marsdeo, there are two Substantive Verbs,—, 
namely, " Ada,— to be, is ; — Jadi, to becomerrr. 
** wax; — answering to theLatin Sum and Fio." And 
this author says ,of the Substantive Verb— ^Ada 
— that it is much more frequently understood than, 
expressed ; as in the sentence *^ your counsel right*! 
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It would appear, therefore, that the Hebrew 
expressions, " / who^ — and ** I not eloquent j' as 
quoted above, are to be confidently regarded as 
elliptical expressions ; and, that the Verb Substan- 
tive is to be understood along with them. 

At the same time, I observe, it seems very pro- 
bable that all those who have ever spoken any of 
the Languages in question, have labored under the 
same mistake that has hitherto prevailed in the 
case of the English, in supposing that the Use of 
' the Verb Substantive, whether this Verb be implied 
or expressed, is to assert Some Adjective Act. 
This mistake, at any rate, naturally leads the way 
to that of the writer in the Cyclopedia ; who sup- 
poses that Juxtaposition^ because it proves effectual 
in asserting, supplies the place of the Substantive 
Verb. For^ if vfejirst assume that the Substantive 
Verb serves to assert an Adjective Act ; and th^i 
find that the Adjective Act can be asserted by 
'xnere Juxtaposition, without the Verb Substantive ; 
the matter becomes established to a demonstration. 
'Sut I trust that the real Nature and Office of the 
CVerb Substantive has been placed in a light which 
^11 never admit of a repetition of the doctrine in 
^nestion. 

It is by the true exposition of the Office of the 
Terb Substantive, that we are enabled' to solve 
thatenigma in the doctrines of accredited Gram- 
mar — ^namely — iiiBiihe SubstantiveVerb has always 
the Same Case after it that it has before it: By 
which anomaly and absurdity a Verb is placed be^ 
iwem Two Nominative Cases ; which is precise- 
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ly parallel to auppoaing OMEjBoitA of a Jttt^erto 
exist ander both ends of a Bridge. Writers of 
Grammars are content, in this case, to state the 
Rukf without stating, or attempting to state, the 
Reason of it : which, indeed, would be an attempt 
altogether vain within the pale of accredited Gram- 
mar ; because the reason of it is utterly excluded 
from the accredited system. The fact is, that the 
Second Nominative, in any such case, is the Nomi* 
native not to the Verb Substantive^ but to Some Ad- 
jective Verb, either expressed or implied. Thus the 
expression ^^ Thou art He that did it," means 
" Thou existing in Space — He . that did it/ 
And here we are to observe, that we never say 
'^ Thou art He ;" without, at the same time, mean- 
ing to refer to Some Adjective Act which ** He* 
performed, or suffered ; as He who stood by ; He 
whom we spoke o£ 

Here, in fact, it is to be observed, that, as often 
as we signify any Adjective Act in the fullest man- 
ner that the existing or ordinary scope of Lan^ 
guage admits^ and which, indeed, the Real Structurb 
of Language in strictness would always demand ; 
—•as, for example, when we say, " Feter is Fioiim 
^' ING James;'' — this expression is still an eilipii^ 
cal expression, for it involves the import of Two 
Distinct and Complete Sentences or Assertions : Thtam 
it imports ** Feter existing in Space, fighting 
** James:'' And, owing to this, it follows, in any 
such case, that the Nominative — " Feter" — ought 
in strictness to be expressed, and must always ht 
understood, as being repeated after the Word 
SpacCf or Time. In order to illustrate this Principle 
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I observe, that the full and complete expression of 
the feet or event in question would be, ** Peter 
^* esUtkig in Space, 'Peter Jighting James/' Or, 
« Peter existing in Space. HE^ghting James/' 
Such, I say, would be the Express Form or Aspect 
of Language, if we were strictly to signify £very 
Idea and Connection of Ideas according to the 
Generic Structure of Relatives and Relation. But, 
if the Principles, thus pointed out, be clearly 
though only tacitly understood, the circumlocution 
of escpression may doubtless, with much advan- 
tage, be saved : For no two things can be more 
different in Language, or Philosophy, than abbre- 
viation and ignorance or confusion. 

If any strength could be lent, by the fact of 
Actual Usage or what is called Etymology, to 
a Principle which I have thus deduced from the 
Necessary ^Structure of Relatives and Relation, 
and from no other source ; I might appeal, here, 
to those Languages in which the Nominative 
Pronoun is repeated. And as, doubtless, this ap- 
peal will have great weight with many readers, I 
culvert to it, as a matter which I suppose must to 
tiiem amount to a very powerful corroboration of 
the Principle in question ; although to myself, I 
tXMiBt own, it affords no additional confidence in 
the thing, whatever. 
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SECTION SIXTH. 



OF SO-CALLED PARTICIPLES. AND OF TENSE, MODE, VOICB^ 

NUMBER, AND PERSON. . . 



SUBSECTION I. 



Of the Nominal Part of Speech above first mentioned. 
— No Participles in Language. 

After what has been advanced in the foregoing 
pages, with regard to the nature of Verbs, I con- 
ceive, we may come to a very conclusive judgment 
with respect to what have been, by Grammarians^ 
called Participles. In treating of the Subject, 
in that work in which my views of it were first 
broached, I asserted, that the So-called Progressive 
Participle is the Pure Simple Form of the Verb: 
And this assertion stands confirmed , by all that 
has been stated in the present Volume concerning 
it ; always providing, that the Form in question, 
or any other Form, can be that of a Verb at no 
time except so long as it is actually interposed be- 
tween Two Substantive Nouns. 

The whole of the reasonings, which establish this 
Principle, result, in the fullest manner, in exclud- 
ing the Name of Participle from among the Parts 
of Speech : Because Ibia So-c^tted Part of Speech 
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does not in reality possess any one of the several 
Attributes, or Offices, which Grammarians have. 
Msigped to it. 

A Participle is defined to be, a Part of Speech 
derived from a Verb; partaking of the nature of its 
Primitive in denoting Action, Being, or Suffering ; 
and of that of an Adjective in agreeing with a 
Noon: but 'difiering from a Verb in this, that a 
Participle does not imply assertion. 

, Now with regard to the First part of this defi- 
nition, I observe, that a Word called a Participle 
is. NOT DERIVED from a Verb; because such a 
Word is either a Mere Noun of Action, and then it 
is No Participle ; Or, else, when it is interposed be- 
tween Two Nouns, or, otherwise, is annexed to 
One Noun.orUy, it becomes, respectively, a Verb, or 
BXL. Adverb. . In a Word; a Participle, of the 
Grammarians, is a Grammatical Nonentity, or Chi- 
mera in Language. 

. With regard to the Second Part of the Definition, 
I ob6ei:vey that a So-called Participle is not of the 
naiureof an Adjective, although it is indeed a 
Sigpa which, in a certain manner, indicates a cer- 
tain Sort of Quality : Because it has been shewn, 
thatp when a So-called Participle is annexed to a 
Nominative only, it becomes an Adverb; and 
here it is to be observed, that, although an Adverb 
itself is, certainly^ an Adjected Sign, it is a vastly 
different Element of Speech from that of an Adjec-' 
tive, technically so-called. 

It is customary, in Grammars, to lay down rules 
in order. to shew in what cases a Participle is to be 
considered as a Participle, and in what other cases 
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it 18 to be considered as an Adjective : And these 
rules, if they were duly applied to their proper 
Part of Speech, would have a corresponding uti- 
lity. But this application cannot tend in the least 
to preserve the assumption that a So-called Parti« 
ciple is in any case an Adjective. When for ex- 
ample we say, *^ I saw a manjighting:'' this, indeed, 
conveys a very different meaning from that of say- 
ing ^* I saw a fighting man :" and it is certainly 
very often useful to distinguish the two cases, or 
characters, . in question. But, neverthele^, noU 
withstanding any conventional fiction which we 
can invent to distinguish the two cases, it is certain, 
when considered with strict logical accuracy, that 
^fighting man can be b, fighting man only during 

THE TIME THAT HE IS FIGHTING, jUSt aS a Bri^C 

can be a Bridge only during the time it stands be*' 
tween Two Abutments ; and therefore, a fighting 
man, is a man inning a fighting State, and the ex- 
pression, strictly speaking, is the Same as that of a 
man fighting. In each of these expressions, alikcy 
the Word — ^^ fighting" — serves as an Adverb : bdt, 
in order to mark the distinction between the Two 
Characters — namely- — a man whose vocation is 
fighting, and the same, or any other man, who is 
merely in the present act itself of fighting, we may 
make a correspondent variation in the import of the 
Adverb, in each case: Thus a ^^manfigktmg^ 
means a man inning a fighting State ;\but a 
^* fighting man' means a man inning a fightitig 
Habit or Calling; and, in each case^alike^ &e 
YfovA— fighting — is employed adverbially. 
Here we ai*e to recollect, that Adverbs are not 
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£nential Part of Speech ; they are not immediate 
Signs of Ideas, hot are Signs of a Parcel of Words: 
and the highly useful device of Adtrerbs is only, 
carried a step farther, when we conirentidnaUy 
make the yford—^^htmg — signify a Ft^juFT 
EXERTED active Quality by placing it aftee s 
Nominative, and a Habit of this Quality by 
placing it before a NominatiTe. I hardly need 
add, that an Adverb may, by an ordinary or csUk* 
hlishtd idiom, come before a Nominative ; as it does 
in tiie expression — " early man,** — or " late man." 
Farther I observe, that when there is occasion 
to employ a So-called Participle with a compara* 
tioe term annexed ; it does not, on this accountt 
become an Adjective^ or cease to be an Adverb: 
Becanse a more learned man^ means only a man IN« 
mno a more learned State. 

Finally, with regard to the Third and Last part 

of the definition, now in question ; it has been con^- 

clusively shewn, that the So-called Participial 

Form, whenever it is placed between Two Nouns 

Sabstantive, does assert, and asserts more prima- 

fHy, purely f or legitimately ^ than any other Form of 

tie Verb: Or, rather, the So-called Progressive 

Participle, when so interposed, is the Pure Essesif 

tial Form of the Verb itself as I have all along af- 

JBrmed. Thus, in the ordinary full English express 

won—" /am going to London^'' — the Verb — am — 

connects the Nominative — "/" — ^with Space only : 

And, in order to make the Structure of the Speech 

conform philosophically to the Necessary Generic 

Structure of Relatives and Relation, the Nomina^ 

tive — " /'* — must be understood as repeated j in 

Anal. 2 g 
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conseqaence of which,. the Speech must nm: thus; 
*' I EXISTING in Space^ I going, to London^ A 
Speaker of Hindostanneey in its ordinary idiom, 
would say ^^ I going to London /' and, in this 
idiom, he would express himself with a philosophic 
calness which the English Language, as it is un^dtr^ 
stood or interpreted^ does not possess ; but whickf 
in reality^ demonstrably belongs to its structure, 
as has, I trust, by this time been rendered suffi- 
ciently manifest. 

What has now been advanced, with a view to 
exclude the Name of Participle from the page of 
Grammar, is all that I conceive to be requisite in 
this place; especially as. I propose, in a future 
chapter, to shew the former Identicalness of the 
So-called Progressive Participle with the Sorcalled 
Infinitive Mode of our English Verbs, as a fact 
which indubitably existed about the time of Chau- 
cer: and shall, at the same time, insist farther 
upon the nonreality of any such Element of 
Speech as a Participle. In removing this supposed 
Element from the Structure of Language, I appre- 
hend, we shall remove much complicated absurdi- 
ty from the Subject, and save future writers from 
that embarrassment, confusion, and obscurity, 
which has in time past befallen those who have 
attempted to entertain it Without, however, going 
into any examination of what has been advanced 
by other writers upon this part of Grammar, I shall 
occupy the remainder of the present article with 
adverting to the views which have been entertained 
of it by Mr. Tooke« 
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In treating of Participles, Mr. Tooke has ex* 
IMiessed himself in the following terms. 

" As for the term Participle, I would very will- 
** ingly get rid of it." 

Accordingly, he says, '* T desire, , therefore, in- 
*^ stead of Participle, to be permitted to call this 
" Word generally a Verb-adjectiveJ' 

With regard to these expressions,'! must object, 
and must rigorously insist, that No ^^ Word/' 
considered as a Mere Word by Itself^ is, or can 
be, a Verb of Any Sort. But, in the present case, 
I havie more especially to object, that the term 
Verb-adjective is altogether inapplicable to the 
Words in question, in whatever situation they may 
be placed, that is, with whatever other Words they 
may be associated. In order to justify this objec- 
tion I shiiU, in the first place, quote the following 
passage from Mr. Tooke's context. 

« We had formerly but two" (Participles). " But 
'' so great is the convenience and importance of 
'^ this useful Abbreviation, that our authors 
** have borrowed from other Languages, and in* 
*' corporated with our own. Four other Participles 
'* of equal value." 

Upon this passage, it could be only necessary 
to observe, that Verbs, certainly^ are Not Abbre- 
viations ; and, according, therefore, to this test, 
offered by Mr. Tooke himself. No Abbreviation can 
be a Verb. 

In the next place, however, I observe, that, by 
admitting our Two Original So-called Participles 
into the Class of Abbreviations, (which he mani- 
festly does in the passage last quoted,) Mr. Tooke 
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THtually acknowledges these Participres to be Ad- 
verbs. And, as for the Four New Ones which he 
has added, and to which he has assigned the 
Name of *' Verbs-adjective /'* the import of Every 
One of them is that of a Ci^usteb of Sbybbal 
Words, involving a String of Distinct Verbs m can* 
catenation; in which concatenation Each Ybbb 

MUST SERVE, ALTERNATELY AS YbRB and AS 

Noun Substantive, according to the Fundamen* 
tal Rule which I have already laid down on this 
subject 

These Fouf New Terms he has denominated as 
follows: Which 1 note here, for the purpose of 
observing upon them. 

" The Potential Mood Active^ Adjective.^^ 
" The Potential Mood Passive, A^ectiver 
" The Official Mood Passive, AdjectiveJ*' 
*' The Future Tense Active, A^ective." 

To these Denominations, I shall add some of 
Mr. Tooke's Ea^amples : which are here transcribed 
without order from his text, merely to exhibit tiieir 
general nature. 
/^ Unenarrable ; or, that may not be tcUJ' 
** SwADiBLE, that is, esifor totrete and to be 
" treted:* 

" Reverend,— i. e. Which ought to be revered.^ 
<^ Memorandum, — That which ought to be rt* 
" membered.*' 

** Legend. — That which ought to be readJ^ 
In these examples, it is perfectly manifest, that 
Every One of the Words in question — ^namely-^ 
Unenarrable,^Swadibk,^ Reverend -^Menu^andumf 
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*HUid Legend^-^h an Adverb according to Mr. Tooke^s 
um very just definition of an Adverb, or, in other 
rords, a Sign of a coMPLiCiiTioN of Signs : For 
fone of these Words is a Sign of an Idea or Ob^ 
BCT OF Thought itself immediately; but 
Svery One of them stands as the Sign of a String 
F Several Words. A Verb, on the contrary, is 
lOt the Sign of a Sign; but it is the Immediate 
Kgn of an Idea or Object, and it is never the Sign 
f more than One Simple Object — namely — 
bat of a Bridge consisting of One Simple Arch be- 
vireen two Piers or Abutments. Not only is such 
. Word as ** Legend" not a Verb ; but it is not 
ven the Sign of a Verb : For this Word — Le- 
gend — stands as the Sign of a Concatenation of 
Vhrec Different Verbs — namely — ought — to be — 
tEAD : And I have already shewn, from the Gene- 
ic Structure of Relatives and Relation, that a 
Compound Verb is an impossible Thing ; although it 
B true that Simple Verbs may be, and very usually 
rrr, expressed in Strings, consecutively: Each of 
vhich Verbs, however, must always be understood 
IB ofierating in the Office of Noun and of Verb, 
inder the Law of Alternation ; the Logical Prin- 
riple and Manner of which will be farther and 
iilly illustrated in the sequel. 

To these considerations I shall only add, that 
my person, who is in the least informed on the sub- 
ect, will not fall into the mistake of supposing 
that it is a mere verbal difference, whether we call 
mch a Word as Legend, or Memorandum, an Ad- 
VEBB, or a Verb^adjectiye. For, it being an 
ettaUiished and unalterable definition of a Verb, 
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that it is the Iktll and Proper Sign of an Idea or. 
Simple Object ; and that of an Adverb, that it » 
the Abbreviated Sign of a String of Words; 
it would be introducing a deplorable confusion 
into Language to call One of these Abbreviated 
Signs of a String of JVords by the Same Specific 
Denomination, as that which is given to the Sign 
of an Idea or Primary Simple Object, I trust, 
therefore, that the evidence is fully conclusive 
against admitting these Four New Participles of 
Mr. Tooke into the Class of Verbs, under the 
nama of Verbs-adjective. 

At the same time, it is to be observed^ that no* 
thing advanced herein is intended to deny the fit- 
ness^ or utility, of the Kind of Abbreviation now 
in question. Their accession to our Language 
was manifestly a vast improvement of it : Although 
it ought not to pass unobserved, here, that these 
terms have been suffered to fall into a loose, vague, 
and often most contradictory or absurd use. 

Upon this occasion it may not be improper to 
observe, what has been already remarked — ^namely 
-^that Adverbs are a Species of Sign whictf may 
well be divided into Different Classes. The First 
and most legitimate, or most regular Class, I have 
already shewn, consists of All Words which stand 
for a Preposition and a Noun taken together : And 
in this I am fully borne out by the etymological 
testimony of Dr. Murray. The present article 
shews that Another Class consists of All Words 
which stand for a Concatenation of Verbal Tarns 
of a certain length. I need not stop, in this place, 
to consider what other Sorts of Adverbs there may 
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M in Langui^e; but I may merely add, that 
'arious Signs called Adverbs are Signs of a 
Vhok Sentence^ and not of an incomplete phrase. 



SUBSECTION 11. 

Of the Tense of Verbs. 

'he Point of Grammar which I am now proceed- 
ig to consider, affords a remarkable proof of the 
porous and unceasing government which the 
tructure of Relatives and Relation holds over the 
tructure of Language. It is a Fundamental Prin- 
iple in the Category of Relatives and Relation, 
,at nothing can be affirmed with regard to it, ex- 
ept while Some Relation, together with the Two 
Correlated Subjects which support it, exists, either 
1 reality or by supposition. Accordingly, therefore, 
re find that, in Grammar, it is impossible to sig* 
ify Either Future or Past Action directly^ by any 
?erm that could logically express it: And, for 
rant of any such term^ we are fprced to have re- 
purse to Other Signs, which, from their import, 
erve merely to put the understanding upon con-- 
xturing that Future, or Past Action, is implied. 

In offering this remark, I, of course, do not con. 
Bmplate the genius of those Languages which ef- 
3Ct the purpose in question by inflexions of the 
ipun of Action ; which Noun of Action inflected 
hey call a Verb : But confine my view entirely 
c]).our own Tongue, wherein this operation is per- 
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fertned in a philosophical manner, especially wit 
regard to Future Action at least. 

Thus the Verbs (i. e. Verbs when duly mterpoie d ) 
May and Can, Shall and Will, serve to indicatc^^ 
the Futurity of Any Action whose Name we affi: 
to them : but the Action itself so Named must 
expressed as Presently existing : And, also, each oi 
these So-called Auxiliaries, themselves, is a Sign oi 
Action Presently existing: and, hence, the only 
cause of their indicating that the Principal Action 
in question belongs to futurity, is,, that the Acnd- 
liary Actions are Actions of Choice, Kncmtedge^ 
Dutyy or Volition, respecting the Action that 
IS TO HAPPEN, and, as such, must precede the 
latter. 

Such is the Logical device by which a I^ture 
Action is expressed in Present Time ; and by 
which alone it can be expressed. And the nature 
of this logical mechanism seems to be understood, 
generally, by grammatical writers, and readers, fiat 
a very different prospect presents itself, when we 
turn to the expression of Past Action : For, in 
this direction, all that has hitherto appeared in 
Grammar is nothing but profound darkness* We 
have, indeed, an understood conventional Sign of 
Past Action : But no person (unless very lately) 
has ever been able to assign its real nature. 

Analogy would lead us, at first sight, to suppose, 
that, since Future Action cannot be indicated by 
any other means than by a Sign of Present Accesga- 
ry Actions, the like ought to lake place with regard 
to Past Action. But this by no means appears to 
be the case, in practice at Jeast : For tiie actdil 
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Sign of Past AcdoOy according to all usage, even 
in the English Language, is not an Auxiliary Verb ; 
but is a certain Termination given to the Principal 
Verb itself, by which it is made to differ from the 
Termination of the Same Verb in Present Action : 
Thus, in Regular English Verbs, the Form of the 
Present being ** love,'' or " loving ;" that of the Past 
ia " fov-ED." 

Since the speculations of Mr. Tooke it has been 
generally agreed, by our most enlightened Etyroo-^ 
logistSy that the Termination — d — or ed— ex- 
presses Some Sign, or Word, distinct from the Form 
of the Present: but the difficulty has been to deter* 
mine, upon any certain ground, what actually is, 
or what ought to be, the real import of this Termi* 
nation. 

Mr. Tooke himself, and other writers after him, 
liave supposed, that ^^ /oi^ed" means /ove-Dio. 
Sat this hypothesis, even if admitted for a moment, 
does not remove nor lessen the difficulty ; because 
oiD is itself a Past Form, and it demands to 
be accounted for as much as Every Other Past 
iForm. 

. The account given by Dr. Murray, of the nature 
of this contrivance, seems to be much more lumi- 
nous, in appearing to have explained at least the ac* 
tualfact or history of its origin and import ; although 
it has not led to any Philosophical or Logical 
, advancement of the Subject. As an Etymological 
light, therefore, I conceive it is to be regarded as 
a very valuable acquisition : but the exhibition of 
it only serves to shew how unphilosophical were 
many of the devices, or contrivances, of our fore* 
Anal. ^ ift^ 
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ktbenr, with r^ard to the Straetai^ of Langattge. 
This nrriter shews, very extensirely, that Past Ac- 
tion was originally signified by a Mere Duplica- 
tion of tht Name of Present Action. Thus, in 
Fo/, 1, page 50, he expresses himself in the follow- 
ing terms. ** While the Noun underwent these 
^ important changes, the Verb, the fountam of 
** language, acquired new and interesting proper- 
^. ties. It has been shewn that it was monosylla- 
^ bic, expressive only of action, and general in 
<* its sense ; because it was a rapid articulation, 
^* framed to communicate to others the presence 
** of some remarkable operation in nature or in the 
^' mind. The word used was that which the sa- 
^* vage speaker had been taught, or accustomed 
** to articulate on former occasions, when actions, 
** dmtlm' to that immediately at the time affecting 
** his senses, had taken place. The monosyllaUc 
^^ word, therefore, expressed a great class of actions, 
** net an individual event. Though this wofd 
^* might be repeated after the action had tormina* 
'^ ted, it was properly an affirmative Verb in the 
^^ present tense. The first effort to mark preterite 
** action consisted in doubling the Verb ; of which, 
*' traces, moi'e or less evident, are found in all the 
'* dialects from Britain to China. For example^ 
'* Lao, strike, Lao Lag, struck ; Bag, beat^ Bag 
'* Bag, beaten ; Mag, press, Mag Mag, pressed ; 
*^ and so on throughout the whole language. These 
^ forms, which served for a preterite tense in any 
*' person, according to the view of the speaker, soon 
'* underwent contraction, and became Lblog^ Be- 
'* bog, and Memog ;*' &c. 
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From. the passage now quoted, the reader wfll 

. dttiriy discern the nature of Dr. Murray's theory 
of the Past Form ; and will consequently be led 

.to conclude, that, if the fact was actually as hfe 
has stated, we are to look for the Sign of the Part 
Tense, in most languages, as being no other than 

•4K>me disguised Form, or relic, of the Verb ia 
Present Time, including some terminal addition. 
But if we admit the fact to be made out, (and I 

.Bee no reason to dispute it,) that those Nations, in 
the early stages of their Language, did actually 
employ a Duplication of the Name of an Action, 
BB the Form of the Past Tense f it will certamly 
•be granted that this contriyance has no claim to 
be called a Philosophical or Logical procedure : It 
was merely the device, or perhaps in the first m- 
-stance the mdden and accidental impulse, of irocaJt- 
tirated reason : It was a device founded in neces*- 
rity ; and, although it demanded a certain exereise 
of reason to discern and to supply this necessity, 
it is certain that no mechanism could have been 
k$$ Philosophical for the purpose, than that in 
question. If, then, any other means can be found, 
which can effect the same end in a Logical roaiH 
ner; the Philosophical Grammarian is bound to 
adopt it, even although it should not appear that 
any Nation had ever employed, or thought of the 
tame before. 

This consideration leads me to observe, that 
there certainly is a medium, by which the desired 
purpose may be effected in a manner at least not 
k$$ logical than that by which we indicate FuTUBft 
Action ; b^ause the medium in question is precisely 
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analogous to that just mentioned. The (act is, that ^ 
the Auxiliary Verb To Have, is the pbopek an: 
PECULIAR Sign wherewith to indicate Past Action 
precisely upon analogous ground to that by whicl 
the Auxiliaries May and Can^ — Shall and WiUi- 
indicate Future Action. And, when I suj 
this, I do not advert to it as any thmg new in i( 
self; since it is already a part of the usual Signo] 
Past Time : I only mean to suggest that the Auxi- 
liary — ^To Have — ought to do away entirefy with thi 
Termination d, — or ed, — ^and with Every Other Va« 
BiATiON OR Inflexion of the Name of Actio] 
that is called a Verb ; insomuch, as to leave onl; 
One Form of the Verb — ^namely — a Form analogoi 
to that which is called the Present, as 
— or loving; hate, — or hating. I shall, therefore, ii 

dulge this view of the Subject through the remain 

der of the present article* 

Before I quit this topic, I may perhaps find room, 
to shew some etymological evidence, to render it^ 
at least probable that the termination of the Past 
Tense in English is actually derived iirom the 
Word Have. And, collaterally with this, it is to be 
observed^ that, at any rate, this English Termini^ 
tion is not a Duplication of the Name of Present 
Action. But chiefly, and in the first place, I propose 
•to shew that, when the Word Have is used along 
with the Past Form of the Verb, (as is the existing 
custom with r^ard to it, such as when we say 
*' / have loved,*) it produces a demonstrable ab^ 
surdity ; and, as such, it cannot be tolerated m Phi* 
losophical Grammar, although usage has, so far, 
sanctioned it. First therefore I assert, that, in the 
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case of any such expression as ^^/ have kwed htm^^ 
the Sign — d— of the Past is in &ct an absurd exr 
pression; because the Verb kved^ coming after 
Hme^ ought to be in the Form of the Present. In 
order to shew this, it must be granted to me, here 
in the outset, that Every Thing that we have, must 
be a thing complete ; i. e. it must be a thing ex- 
istent at the time of our haying iV, and No Part 
^f it can be supposed as being yet in the matrix 
of futurity. As such, therefore, it is opposed to the 
Nature, both of Future and of Progressive Action^ 
and it must be an Action whose existence is per- 
fect. But the Word Have — itsei/P — expresses 
THIS PERFECTION of the Actiou ; and, therefore^ 
the Word loved ought not to express it. Hence» 
the expression, — " / have loved him^^ — ought, 
indisputably, to be ^^ I have love him'^ 

I am sensible tl)at this last expression will strike 
an English reader as being a gross vulgarism. But 
every reader, who is at all in the subject, is aware, 
that many of the most vulgar expressions of the 
present day are good English, and were the proper 
Idioms of our Language in the days of Chaucer. 
Jtfr- Tooke has deemed it necessary to warn his 
fellow Dialogist, against a rash rejection of terms 
fifom their strange or awkward appearance, or, ra- 
ther, from a distaste at their mere novelty : And 
this warning ought to be addressed, generally, once 
and for all, to every reader who would either inu 
prove or examine the nature of Language. Indeed, 
it is impossible to travel into the regions of Ety* 
mology without meeting with it, on every hand ; 
and this in very objectionable shapes. I shall coa- 




am QF VERBS. [OBAF. 

teatit myself, therefore^ by observing, tiiat, throag^i 

out the present treatise there will, I betiere— ^t 

appear neither novelty nor awkwardness of phra 

Mology» that is not very much surpassed in 
expositions given by every general writer on 
mology. But, to return to the subject; It is 
be observed, here, that (although Uie Word — Hay 
: — vindicates that the annexed Action is Pbrtect, 
and therefore is in reality Past,) we cannot hatb m 
Past Things of any sort, any more than we caa 
^AVB a Future Thing; for we cannot have a Thing 
that does not now exist. Hence we cannot, in reality, 
have a Past Action; and therefore we can be 
paid to have it, only by a grammatical fiction ; 
and, any Action we are expressed as batimo 
innst be expressed as Present Action. It is the 
Word Have (although this Word is the Name of 
a Present Action) that has the virtue of indicating 
that the Word love, although it is the Name of a 
Present Action, is made the Sign of an Action 
that is Past: And this it does in a way predtebf 
analogous to that in which the Word Shail^ or 
WiUf although it is a Name of Present ActioB, 
indicates that the Word love^ although it also is 
the Name of a Present Action, is the Sign of a Hi- 
ture Action. 

According to this view of the Subject, when we 
would resolve the phrase — " / have loved him^ — 
into its real import, we find it means — '^ I am in 
i* POSSESSION of OR HAVE Me ilc* o/* LOVING Awt;" 
and not, '* / am in possession of the act of IoV'BJ> 
** him'' And I suppose it to be conclusive^ h«e^ 
that the Form — *' /havb love Aii»" — is the jonyer 
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Philosophical form of Mrkat is ealled the Pa## or 
^Perfect Tense. 

Upon the Same Principle may be philosophically 
Bxpressed the Preter-piu-perfeci. Because^ for ex- 
sonple, when it is said ^ He had killed him;'' it is 
only requisite to substitute the expression *^ He 
HATE HAVE (or ha-have) kill him,'' and the desired 
purpose will be effected in the most logical manner. 

The General Grammatical Principle into which 
llris troth ultimately resolves itself is, that in Any 
Speech, Sentence, or Expression whatever, it is il- 
liOOiCAL to use a Past Form, or to mix the times 
of the Several Actions therein designed to be signified 
^is hang concatenated. And it follows, from this, 
tbatNoVERBitfl^et^er Any Time or Tense ess^t 
the Relatively Present : which, also, cannot 
perhaps, with strict propriety, be called a Tense; 
becaose it is nothing but the consequence of a 
"Verb's being the Sign of an Action ; the Necessary 
Condition of which is, that it can be an Action 

ONLY WHILE IT ACTUALLY EXISTS* 

When the Principle now under consideration 
IB employed in the case of the Verb To Have, 
conddered as a Principal Verb ; this, of course, 
must produce a Duplication of the Verb. As, for 
example, instead of saying ^* I have had the Book," 
we shall be obliged to say ** I ha-have have 
** the Book." But this case of Duplication must not 
be mistaken for an instance of that Duplication, (to 
Ibrm the Past,) which Dr. Murray has brought to 
light ; because, if we attend to it, we shall find that 
it Mrisesfrom a virtue residing in the Peculiar Ac- 
tion OF Hating or Possessing, and not from aay 
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Tirtae in the Mere Duplication of its Name 
that the two-fold mention or repetition of it 
comes, in this case, the Philosophical Sign o 
Past Action. A similar Duplication of Any Oth 
Verb in Language would bear no analogy to it 
To indicate the Past by saying " Ilmt love him f 
— *' I jfight fight hmi" — could be no better than 
mere Jargon, although all mankind were to agree 
in making it a Sign of Past Action. To indicate 
a Second Past or Preter^lu-perftct upon this 
Jargonal Principle, it must be done by saying ^* / 
LOVE LOVE LOVE him ;^ a procedure which adds 
outrage to outrage against reason. But to indicate 
the Same Second Past by saying ^^ / ha have 
" love AiVti,'* which means ** / possess the Two 
** Actions of having loving him^'' is a logical ex^^ 
pression meaning I hold, distinctlt, Each of 
the Three Concatenated Actions in question. 
The philosophical sitnplicity and truth which it 
would introduce into Language, to admit no Form 
of the Verb except the Present, must be manifest 
to all. While it is certain, also, (although it would 
certainly require a Modification of Terms, which 
I/shail not at present stop to consider, and the 
desirable practicability of which I do not here 
vouch for,) that the signification of the Past by 
the use of the Word Have as I have above sug- 
gested, would, in avery striking degree, soften and 
harmonise the General Tone of our Lang^uage. 
But, supposing the thing thus practicable; still, 
I ought to recollect, that Simplicity and Truth 
are the progeny of Reason; and it is too well 
known, that Taste, or even long-fixed Habits will 
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lot readily adopt them. I do not overlook that 
he Principle in question would m&ke exterminat- 
ng work with our *^ cauldsts" and ** wouldsts,^' and 
^ shouldsts^^ and ^^ mightstsJ' And it is not to be 
xpected that these old grammatical favorites are 
o be meddled with, or disturbed, with any chance 
if success. 

In the early part of this article, I thought of 
hewing some ground for believing, that the Termi* 
lation of the Past Form, in the English Language, 
3 actually no other than a relic Of the Word 
Iave : Which, I here observe, I suppose, may ba 
raced to have formerly meant Haud or Hold ; 
ndj consequently, to have thus given origin to 
»ur regular Terminations of the Past — d, or ed^ 
ks, however, I find this evidence consists in a 
lonsiderable detail of etymological matter, whi6h I 
Id not wish to mix up with this part of the work; 
nd as the end of producing it could be little other 
ban that of raising the credit of the English Lan- 
guage, as being in this respect much more philoso- 
diicai in its Structure, than any of those kindred 
Tongues which effect a signification of the Past by 
k mere jargonal Duplication of the Present; I shall 
KMfpone it, at least until the conclusion of the 
nrork : when it may appear in an appendix. 

SUBSECTION lit. 

Of the So-called Modes of Verbs. 

IBovL the same reason that Verbs cannot be said 
to hate any Tenser they cannot be affirmed to 

Anal. . ^ 1 
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haVe any Mode : And this reason is, that ther^ss 
can be no Variety in the Signification of an Action^m^ 
The MiNDy which is the Agent that asserts or de- — 
Clares, and of whose assertion the Verb is th 
Sign, may, and does, think and express itself i 
Different Modifications with regard to Actions, 
— namely — as to Actions existing ; — as toOu 
Command, or Desire^ that they shall exist; 
and, as to our Power, or, else, to Some Other 
Annexed Condition, that they shall^ or may, 
exist. But these Modes of the Mind's thinkings 
with respect to Actions, are Not Modes of Action 
themselves : And, therefore, there cannot be Any 
Such Things as Modes of the Signs of these Ac- 
tions. Accordingly, we find, in our own philosophi- 
cal Language, that all the So-called Modality of a 
Verb is expressed by Other Verbs, in the Declara- 
tive and Present Form, — the Only Form of which a 
Verb is logically susceptible. 

In this respect, the English Language possesses 
a great and beautiful superiority of reason, over 
all those Languages which pretend to express 
Modality by supposed integral parts of a Verb' it- 
sell. And the only fault in this Part of English 
Grammar consists in retaining the Denomination 
of Modes of A Verb, in imitation of those unphilo- 
sophical Languages from which its Structure thus 
advantageously differs. 

I believe the observations now stated, with re- 
gard to this part of the Structure of Language, 
are all that can be deemed necessary for the pur- 
pose of its elucidation. And, in point of fact, as 
the substance of them is involved in what has 
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gone before, it is chiefly for the sake of form that 
I have been led to assign them a distinct article. 



SUBSECTION IV. 

0/ Voice. 

The matter which ought to form the Substance 
of the present article has, owing to the nature of 
the subject, been anticipated in the Third Section 
of this chapter: And little more requires to be 
said concerning it. In the place mentioned, it was 
shewn, (as a necessary consequence of the Gram* 
matical Principle therein laid down,) that a State 
of Passivity must always be expressed by an Ad- 
TERB, signifying that the Nominative or Sufferer 
in question is actively inning a Suffering State. 
It followsf, therefore, that there is but One Voice in 
Language ; and this the Active Voice. 

It appears, at the same time, that Voice is an 
Accident which cannot belong to a Verb; but 
must appertain to the Mind, which is the thing 
thai affirms, or denies. The reason of its being 
attributed to the Verb is, manifestly, that the Form 
of the Verb or Sign of Action has been varied ac- 
cordingly as the Agent was assumed as being 
Active, or Passive. But in a Language in which 
Tfo Alteration of Voice is admitted; and, conse- 
quently. No change in the Form of the Verb ; the 
illogical procedure of attributing the Accident of 
Voice to the Verb may certainly be avoided. At 
any rate, I apprehend, nothing can ever prevent 
its being a great and deplorable absurdity to an- 
nex Voice to theSioN or Action. 
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SUBSECTION V. 
Of Number and Person. 

Number and Person are accidents certainly 
liecessary in Language ; but they are not accidents 
of Verbs: On the contrary, they are affectionti 
exclusively belonging to Nouns, or Pronouns. 

The English Language, in identifying the Farm 
of the First Person Singular of a Verb with the 
Common Form of All the Three Persons Plural^ ex— 
hibits an indication of the Phiiosophicalne8i& of^ 
making All the So-called Persons of Verbs of the ^ 
Same Form, and leaving the accident of Pension to ^ 
Jbe signified by Pronouns Only^ as is effected in some*^ 
other Languages. 

In addition to this I may observe, that it ap* - 
pears to have arisen from mere negligence, or^ 
slovenliness alone, that the So-called Second. andT' 
Third Persons Singular of English Verbs now 
staud varied^ in their Forms, from the Common 
Form of all the other Persons of Verbs. For it 
has been shewn by Dr. ^Murray, that the Termina?^ 
tioni^ — ETH and s — of the Second and Third Per- 
sons Singular* are in reality no other than the Old 
Pronouns of these Persons : which useless relics 
ought, of course, to have been discarded when 
the New Pronouns were first put be/are their Verbs, 
as is now the practice. 

With regard to Number ; it is an accident so 
manifestly belonging to Nouns, or Pronounsi Onfyp 
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that it cannot be confounded with any other view 
of the subject. It is for the sake of the Person 
alonCf that our English Y^bs alter their Form in 
the lirst and Second Persons Singular : In other 
respects, the English Singular and Plural|Number 
of Verbs is the same, as, in logical strictness, they 
ought to be. 
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SECTION SEVENTH. 

OP AUXILIARY VERBS. 

The Class of Auxiliary Verbs has shared, in a 
more than ordinary degree, in that general dark- 
ness under which the real nature of Language has 
hitherto lain buried. By English Grammarians 
themselves, who, above all Grammarians, ought 
best to have understood the Nature of these Yerb^, 
they have always been considered not as complete 
Verbs, but merely as a sort of Verbal Accessary^ or, 
in real fact, as a Non-descript Element of Speech. 
One author of an English Grammar alone (so 
far as I know) and this a very recent one, has the 
credit of broaching a different doctrine. The wri- 
ter to whom I now allude, is Mr. Grant : And, 
from justice to him, I shall transcribe what he has 
suggested on the Subject ; which matter appears 
in a Note, in page 1 16, in his book. I refer to his 
First Edition; not having seen his second. 

*^ To term, in the usual way, / have walked^ I may walkf 
'* I may he walkings I shall walk, &c. tenses, is not in reality 
** parsing, but phrasing: Such words as Aave, may^ shaU^ 
*^ ought to be considered as Verbs, and leading or principal 
** Verbs too, rather than auxiliaries, in present time; hevai 
** walk, as infinitives depending on the Verbs ; walked, as a per- 
*' feet Participle or a participle supplying the place of a Noun in 
'' the objective case, and denoting a finished action ; and walk' 
** ing, as an imperfect Participle, referring to the Nominative 
** I. In I do murder, I do write ; I did murder, I did write ; 
'^ I can consider murder and write as nothing else but Verbal 
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*' NoanSy merely the specific Names of Actioo, governed by do 
** and didf and capable themselves of governing an Accusative."* 

With regard to the passage now quoted, I desire 
to express my opinion, that, compared with the 
prevailing doctrines of the Subject, it exhibits a 
light which is not a little remarkable. Mr. Grant 
has clearly discerned, that, Whatever Form of a 
Verbal Word follows an Auxiliary Verb, whether 
it be the Present or the Pasty as walking or walked^ 
(which Words he, indeed, in the usual way calls 
Participles ; but which, I must urge, are the PrC' 
lent and Past Forms of the Verb,) such Verbal 
Word becomes, for the moment^ a Mere Noun 
StFBSTANTivE in the Objective Case. And the 
only cause which appears, to me, to have been suf« 
ficient to prevent the possibility of his carrying his 
views farther in this direction, was his not hay- 
ing had a conception of the Real Structure of the 
Category of Relatives and Relation : Owing to which 
cause, he certainly could not discern that Every 
Noan of Action, in Any Sentence which admits of 
the Principle of Alternation, can, and must, serve 
ALTERNATELY, in that Sentence, (in Either of 
THE Cases,) as a Noun and at the next step as 
A Verb. 

It is owing to the Same Cause— namely — the 
vast misapprehension of Grammarians with respect 
to the Real Nature of the Category of Relatives 
and Relation — that that Anomalous Rule exists 
in accr^dited Grammar, which, in one case alone^ 
gives to a So-called Participle^ alternately, the 

* I reserve an observation with regard to such phrases as 
''Idowriur 
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Offkeofa Noun and the Regimen tfa Yerh^ ai I 
have already remarked in a former place. And die' 
total darkness of Grammarians in this case ; and 
the partial light let in by Mr. Grant ; famish dis^ 
tinct and striking proofs of the impossibility of 
ever arriving at the Tme Structure of Language, 
so long as the Real Nature of Relation remained 
nndiscemed. 

With regard to the General Structure of Lan« 
gnage, it will be manifest, I differ from Mr. Grant" &^ 
Views, in common with those of other Gramma* 
rians. But I have great satisfaction in adverting- 
to the point of coincidence just now considered i 
and I feel it due to add, that I have been generally 
impressed by the sound sense and metapbydical 
acumen which pervades the English Grammar 
this writer. 

The observations which have now been stated 
will serve to introduce the Real Nature of Aniri-' 
liary Verbs to the conception of a reader; And 
I sappose that the following suggestions will be 
found indicative of the subject. 

1. The Definition of an Auailiary Verb, I con- 
ceive, is, that it is a Verb expressive of an Act oP 
TH£ Mit}D,or of Any Grammaticai/ Person, mth 
a inew to, or bearing upon. Some Adjective Act* ' 

2. In such case, the Mind, or Agent, represent* 
ed by a Noun, or Ph>noun, is always the Sub- 
ject, or Nominative of the Auxiliary Verb. And 
the A^ectiw Act, represented by Its Name toge^^ 
ther with the Prefix 7b and called the Infinitive 
Mode, is the Object or Go-Aoent of the AxOi^ 
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iary Verb. And thus^ the AtuvUiary Verb is a Verb 
vi/jf because (like Every Other Verb) it is a Name 

f Action PLACED BETWEEN TwO NoUNS SUB- 
PTANTiYE OR NaMES of Co-AgenTS. 

As, for example, the expression, '^ He will love 
' jHer," is, (according to our way of expressing an 
[nfinitive,) an elliptical expression ; and it means 
' He wiLLr to love Her." And, in this Sentence, 
be exfnression — " to love'' — is, first, an Objectiye 
WoUN to the Auxiliary Verb Will; and, ne^rt, it is 
k Ybbb, whose Real Nominative is the Noun of 
iuJriKary Action — Will — and whose Accusative is 
Bsnifestly the Pronoun — Hbb. 

According to this view of the Subject, it is 
)lain that Every Auxiliary Verb is as Distinct, 
iTomplete, and Efficient a Verb^ as any i^ I»an- 
pmge; and bears the Very Same Structure as 
Bvery Other Verb. 

As an illustration of the Altebnating Prin- 
ciple, (here by the way and in order to render 
ts operation gradually familiar to a reader,) I de- 
lire to repeat, as is just above expressed and is a 
Principle already established in Grammar, that 
ilthough a Noun of Action called an Infinitive 
\fode serves^ in the first instance, as an Objective 
N^oun to an Auxiliary Verb, in the manner de- 
scribed ; yet, it is, by the Principle of Alternation, 
;umed into a Verb, in that Same Sentence, merely 
by addii^ to it Any Noun wlAttever. Thus if we 
say ** He shall love Her ;' (which, according to 
the English Idiom, is an elliptical expression and 
means " He shall to love Her^ but which, after 
all, means only He shaI'L Mt love Her) the Noun 
Anal. ^ 1^ 
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— Love — becomes a Verb, and its Objective Case 
is the Pronoun — " Hee ;" — while its Nominative 
is the Word — " Shall," — which last, when taken 
alone, is a mere Noun of Actioriy and serves in the 
present instance as a Noun Substantive. 



Not only do Grammarians labor under the error 
already explained with regard to the Nature of 
Auxiliary Verbs ; but they are also at fault in 
not adverting to the real existing Number of these 
Verbs. For, besides Am, — Do, — and Hav^s, — 
the following is the utmost Number of Auxiliaries 
usually recognised in our Language : May^ — Coif, 
--^hall,— Will,— Ought,— Let.^Must. 

These Verbs, however, (that is to say Verbs 
when duly associated, each between Two Nouns) form 
but a very small portion of the Number of Auxilisr 
ries in Language. I shall venture, here, to suggest 
the following additioi^al list ; which, also, does not 
exhaust the existing Number. And I shall intro- 
duce them, appropriately, between a Nominative 
and an Accusative Noun, in order to illustrate^their 
real Nature along with their Number. ' 

« 

/ LoyE to love. 
I hate to love. 

/ FEAE to love. 

I DESIEE OE WISH tO loVC. 

I HOPE to love. 
/ EXPECT to lave. 

I FOESWEAE to lovC. 
I FOEEQO to love. 
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/endeavour, or TRYy tO hvc. 

/remember to love. 
/forget to love. 
I CHOOSE to love. 

I CHANCE, OR HAPPEN, tO love. 

/neglect to love. 

I INTEND to love. 
I INCLINE to love. 

/yield, or submit, to love. 

It would be vain, for a moment, to deny that 
Every One of these Verbs is as truly an Auxiliary, 
IS Any One of the previous list, such as / can 
1. e. I know) to love and / shall (owe) to love : Nor 
wiW it be denied that Every One of them is the Sign 
3f a Primary Mental Act that differs, very material- 
ly, from all the Other Acts in question. And, if 
;here betwo, or three, of these Words which appear 
to approach to a synonyme ; let this be conceded, 
md it will not materially shorten the catalogue. 

And here we are to observe. Not to confound 
these Auxiliaries, with Another Class of Verbs 
frhich appeals, at first sight, to carry the same 
Structure ; as, for example, when we say " I 
read to karn ;" — " I eat to live ;" — " I write to 
ujtt-r For all these are elliptical expressions; 
md each of them imports Two different affirma- 
tions of External Principal Actions. Thus the 
TuU import of them is, " / read in order, or 
'* POR, to learn ;" — " / eat in order, or for, to 
'* live ; — I write in order, or for, to eat.'' 

In fine, therefore, I observe, that it was doing 
but little, in the learned or inflecting Languages, 
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to invent Terminations to signify the Mental Ac- 
tions Shallf WiU^ May, Can^ and their Compounds ; 
since those Languages are not provided with an 
appropriate Termination for Bvery One of the 
Verbs in the latter list of Auxiliaries here laid 
down. And it will furnish a very striking exam- 
ple of the irrationality of the Structure of those 
Languages, if we only suppose the defect reme- 
died, and every Verb in a Latin Paradigm 
supplied with a Form of the Verb corresponding 
to each of the Auxiliaries in question. Ware the 
inflecting Languages furnished out to this extaiti 
(which, in order to render them ccmsistent with 
their own genius or Structune, they ought to be,) 
the aspect they would exhiUt, and the additional 
labor attending their acquisition, would form 
considerations so cumbrous and repulsive, as could 
require no commentary to enable us to appreciate 
them. 

One thing, at all events, is perfectly manifest, 
— namely — that, since all the Verbs in the list 
which I have supplied are undeniably Auxilia- 
ries ; and are at the same time recognised, on all 
hands, as being Complete and Distinct Verbs, 
and NOT Mere Elements of a Verb; it foUowSi 
by analogy of this reason, (even without referring 
to Necessary Principles^) that the Words Shall, 
Will, May, Can, &c. must no less than they he 
recognised as Complete and Distinct Verbs. 

To what has been advanced, with regard to the 
Part of Speech now under consideration, I shall 
only add, as a fact which must appear curious and 
unexpected to every reader who is imbued with 
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the existing Doctrines of Grammar, that there is a 
Very Close Affinity (not to say an Actual Identity ,) be- 
tween Auxiliary Verbs and So-called Pre- 
positions : the evidences and proofs of which, I 
apprehend, will appear in no way doubtful. 

Here closes what I proposed to offer, as form- 
ing the analysis of the Verb. I shall not, in this 
place, add any general commentary or recapitu- 
lation : but shall pass on, to the analysis of the 
Next Principal Part of Speech ; which has hither- 
to been viewed under a very different Denomina- 
tion, and as fulfilling a very different Office, from 
that which it imperatively and of necessity de- 
mands. 
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CHAPTER III. 



OF MINOR VERBS, BY GRAMMARIANS CALLED 

PREPOSITIONS. 



SECTION FIRST. 

OF THE THEORY OF PREPOSITIONS FURNISHED BY Mi. 
TOOKE, STATED HERE AS PREPARATORY TO GOING INTO 
THE ANALYSIS OF THIS PART OF SPEECH, 



SUBSECTION I. 



Of Mr. Tooke's Theory in general. — Inconsistent in 
his Method. — Mistaken in asserting the Use of 
Prepositions to be that of preventing a Multiplicity 
of Complex Terms in Language ; — and in assert" 
ing Prepositions to be Imperatives. 

The greatest individual field in Language left by 
Grammarians, down to the labors of Mr.Tooke 
inclusive, to be cultivated by those who should, 
come after them, was certainly that of the Verb, 
It has appeared at large, that, in so far as regards . 
the doctrine of the Essential Nature of the Verb, 
Mr. Tooke has left it as he found it, that is to say 
in the very same state in which it had remained 
since the earliest dawn of literature. To this 
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remark is to be added, that the etymological 
researr*^^A of Dr. Murray, which have been fco 
recently given to the public, have introduced no 
change in the views heretofore entertained of the 
Essential Nature of this Part of Speech. Now 
whether the aspect, or character, which the Verb 
has thus uniformly borne, approaches in any de- 
gree to that of its Real Nature ; or can, at' all, be 
tolerated by a Nation pretending to logical ad- 
vancement ; is a question to be decided by the 
competent reader, after having duly examined the 
analysis which has. been stated in the foregoing 
chapter. 

The Next Field to the above, in point of gram- 
matical magnitude or importance, is that which em- 
braces the Nature of those Various Glasses of 
Words which have been by Gramimarians called 
Particles. And, among these, by far the most 
important is that Glass hitherto known by the 
Name of Prepositions. Accordingly, therefore, 
the analysis of Prepositions will form the subject 
of the present chapter. 

With regard to my haying spoken, just now, of 
the — "greatest individuaL field in Language;" it 
may be proper to explain, that I consider the 
Principal Several Desiderata of Speech, as left by 
Mr. Tooke, (without at present descending to a 
number of very important though minor considera- 
tions,) to comprehend at least Four Great Fields or 
Speeial Objects— mmely — ^The Nature of Verbs; 
— ^The Nature of So-called Prepositions ; — 
The Nature of Gonjunctions ; — and The Na- 
ture of Limited Silence, considered as an Ele- 
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MBNT OP Speech : — Not One of which Elemente * 
of Language do I conceive to possess that 
Nature which has been assigned to it by Gram- 
marians. Now, in point of fact, these Four 
Objects, including the Various Considerations 
which they involve ; together with the Field of 
Abbreviations, which last I have not enume* 
rated because it has been partly reaped by Mr. 
Tooke, aiid partly made ready for the reapmtt; 
make up the Whole Structure ofLmiguagey with the 
exception of the Noun alone, including its Va« 
nous Modifications y or Appendages — namely— 4he 
Pronoun^ — A^ective^ — and Article or Definitive. * 
I would not however, by this statement, be un- 
derstood to imply that the doctrine of the Nonii 
and its Departments is perfect ; or yet near bein^ 
perfect : Nor, that the rectification of it is a matter 
of small importance in Grammar. On the con* 
trary, I contemplate a great deviation from the 
usual doctrine of the Subject, in the chapter which 
will be offered in the sequel upon this Half of 
Language. But I mean to signify, in this place; 
that the preceding considerations are of greater 
moment, in their logical and grammatical conse* 
quences, than those which are involved by the 
Half of Language last mentioned. 



In entering upon an analysis of that Part of 
Speech called Prepositions, it is indispensable that 
a very particular notice should be had of the Spe- 
culations, upon this subject, which have been pre- 
sented to the worid by Mr. Tooke. In the intro* 
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ductory part of this treatise, I was unavoidably 
led to hazard some strictures on the views of this 
acute and eminent Etymologist. And here, again, 
(besides various incidental instances,) I am under \ 
the necessity of animadverting, to a considerable 
extent, upon that Theory and those Assumptions 
which he has advanced, and which the great real 
merit of his researches has raised, in the general 
estimation, so as to make them pass universally for 
no less than a true genuine account of the Structure 
of Language. In yielding to this necessity, I fe^l 
it to be due to such a writer to remark, that, in 
the investigations requisite for the attainment of 
general knowledge, it too frequently happens that 
there is more occasion to criticise the errx)rs and 
oversights of preceding inquirers, and to point out 
wherein they have failed of contributing to the 
stock of human knowledge, than there is room, or 
convenience, (even although there should be every 
inclination,) to dwell with adequate eulogium on 
what they have actually effected. This, moreover, 
is an evil the injustice of which is at least as much 
to be laid at the door of readers, as of a writer. 
For readers in Philosophy, like men in all other 
vocations, prefer to press forward ; and, in general, 
would not choose to be diverted by dwelling long 
on the praises due to those who have furnished 
them with past lights, when they are eagerly look- 
ing with expectation of light to come. 

I would have these reflections borne in remem- 
brance, at any moment when the interests of the 
Subject may force me to express noyself with any ap- 
parent severity, with regard to the views entertained 
Anal. ^ 1* 
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MBNT OP Speech : — Not One of which Elements ' 
of Language do I conceive to possess that 
Nature which has been assigned to it by Gram- 
marians. Now, in point of fact, these Four 
Objects, including the Various Considerations 
which they involve; together with the Field of 
Abbreviations, which last I have not enume* 
rated because it has been partly reaped by Mr. 
Tooke, and partly made ready for the reapmtt; 
make up the Whole Structure of Language^ with the 
exception of the Noun alone, including its Va- 
rious Modifications^ or Appendages — namely— the 
Pronoun^ — A^ectivCj — and Article or Definitive. - 
I would not however, by this statement, be un- 
derstood to imply that the doctrine of the Nona 
and its Departments is perfect ; or yet near bein^ 
perfect : Nor, that the rectification of it is a matter 
of small importance in Grammar. On the con* 
trary, I contemplate a great deviation from the 
usual doctrine of the Subject, in the chapter which 
will be offered in the sequel upon this Half of 
Language. But I mean to signify, in this place; 
that the preceding considerations are of greater 
moment, in their logical and grammatical conse* 
quences, than those which are involved by the 
Half of Language last mentioned. 



In entering upon an analysis of that Part of 
Speech called Prepositions, it is indispensable that 
a very particular notice should be had of the Spe- 
culations, upon this subject, which have been pre- 
sented to the worid by Mr. Tooke. In the intro* 
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ductory part of this treatise, I was unavoidably 
led to hazard some strictures on the views of this 
acute and eminent Etymologist. And here, again, 
(besides various incidental instances^) I am under \ 
the necessity of animadverting, to a considerable 
extent, upon that Theory and those Assumptions 
which he has advanced, and which the great real 
merit of his researches has raised, in the general 
estimation, so as to make them pass universally for 
no less than a true genuine account of the Structure 
of Language. In yielding to this necessity, I fe^l 
it to be due to such a writer to remark, that, in 
the investigations requisite for the attainment of 
general knowledge, it too frequently happens that 
there is more occasion to criticise the errx)rs and 
oversights of preceding inquirers, and to point out 
wherein they have failed of contributing to the 
stock of human knowledge, than there is room, or 
convenience, (even although there should be every 
inclination,) to dwell with adequate eulogium on 
what they have actually effected. This, moreover, 
18 an evil the injustice of which is at least as much 
to be laid at the door of readers, as of a writer. 
For readers in Philosophy, like men in all other 
vocations, prefer to press forward ; and, in general, 
would not choose to be diverted by dwelling long 
on the praises due to those who have furnished 
them with past lights, when they are eagerly look- 
ing with expectation of light to come. 

I would have these reflections borne in remem- 
brance, at any moment when the interests of the 
Subject may force me to express myself with any ap- 
parent severity, with regard to the views entertained 
Anal. ^ 1* 



fM8 OF MINOR VERBS, by Gramma- [ohaf. fl. 

by thePbilologer of Parley. And I have, purpotidyi 
reserved the mention of the thing, until I should 
(as is now the case) arrive at the reputed Princi* 
pal Hold or Citadel of all his Grammatical Specula-* 
tions : because it is here that I shall be inevitably 
constrained to advance opinions, which militate in 
the last degree against the grammatical positioiis 
which he has asserted. With regard to th^t Prill* 
cipal Part of Speech or Half of Grammar called 
the Verb, Mr. Tooke had No Theory of his ounif 
that is to say with regard to ita Essential Natun 
or Structure : he only chimed in, with all preceding 
Grammarians on the Subject, in making it the Sign 
of an Attribute of Some Single Subject That 
Tiew of the Verb, therefore, which I have suggested 
in the foregoing chapter, is opposed to his doctrino 
ONLY IN COMMON with that of all other writers on 
the Subject. But, with regard to the Nature of Prii* 
POSITIONS, the case is very different: For Mr, 
Tooke HAD a Theory of these Words, — a Theory 
advanced by himself 9 and which is properly and Vh 
clusively his onm. In this theory, moreover, sQqrir 
ficing his previous general doctrine that **tb0 
** Causes of Language have be^u, by the nM>st 
'* judicious Grammarians, left to shift for tbem^ 
'* selyes,'V-he has resorted to these Cnuse^^, thftt 
is to General reasoning from the Nature of Ideas; 
and has formed his Views of the Subject partly 
upon this method, smd partly upon Etynt^lqgicaU 
Research to procure examples in illustrs^tioa of his 
reasoning. This was (in the solitary instance now jjoi 
question) proceeding like a Philosopher: althoiigh 
it wasi certainly very inconsistent in him, aa a 
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writer ; since it amounted to a glaring virtual coa^ 
tradiction of bis ovm previous judgment It 19 
m his Theoay of Prepositions, therefore^ that 
the real dimensions of bis genius as a Pbilosophei^ 
are most advantageously exhibited. And along 
with this I may observe, that there is no Part of 
Speech, the true analysis of which involves mord 
Gtirious, more various, or more subtle considera^" 
tions, than this one. In the whole Structure^ 
however, of the fabric of Prepositions which Mr. 
Tooke has thus raised, I am laid under the neces- 
sity to differ from him. And as, (after the labor 
devoted to the subject,) I cannot help feeling a 
considerable degree of reliance on the ground 
which I have been led to embrace, I shall some- 
titties' be urged, especially by the tone of decisive- 
ness which Mr. Tooke himself has usually adopted, 
to express my opinions with a proportionate de- 
gree of confidence, or conviction. 



It is not necessary, in this place, to resubstanti- 
ate the charge which I brought in the Introductory 
€bs|>ter, against Mr. Tooke, of being inconsistent 
with himself with regard to the method which he 
tlioiight should be prosecuted with a view to solve 
the Problem of Language : The general evidence 
ctf this inconsistency has already been stated, in 
the place wherein the objection was laid. But I 
must beg, however, to recall the matter to the recol- 
lection of the reader, or solicit him to refer back 
to it if necessary ; because it cannot fail to be of 
very material moment, in operating upon the judg- 
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raent which he must form of Mr. Tooke% general 
procedure, in entering upon a particular examina- 
tion of his Theory of Prepositions. Having prefaced 
thus much, I shall proceed immediately to an ex- 
amination of Mr. Tooke's account of the Use or 
Office of the Part of Speech in question: which, 
the reader will observe, is a very different consi- 
deration from that of investigatinig his theory of 
its Etymological Character or Origin. 

In the First Volume of the Diversions of Puit- 
LEY, page 318, Mr. Tooke makes his fellow Dia- 
legist — B — express himself in the following terms. 

'* You assert, then, that what we call Preposi- 
'* tions, and distinguish as a separate Part ^ of 
^' Speech, are not a species of words essentially, or 
** in any manner, different from the other Parts : 
'* but that they are in fact either Nouns or Verbs. 
*^ And that (like the Conjunctions) Prepositions 
^* are only words which have been disguised by 
** corruption : and that Etymology will give us, in 
'*all languages, what Philosophy has attempted 
** in vain. And yet I cannot but perceive that 
** such words as Prepositions are necessary in dis- 
*^ course." 

Now with regard to this passage, I have to ob- 
serve by the way, that, although I have thought it 
requisite to quote it here, as being introductory of 
the Subject, it is manifestly not of a reasoning cha- 
racter, but is entirely of an etymological nature. 
^/Vith regard to the truU\ of vis assumptions, how- 
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iver^ I altogether assent to the general'^ assertion 
)f Mr, Tooke, as herein expressed-r-namely — ^that 
)khcalkd Prepositions are not an Element of Speech 
f a different Nature from that of Every other in 
Language. And 1 admit that» in £sict, many of 
ruEM ARE ^' words disguised by corruption'' To the 
liscovery of this important light, as far as it goes, 
tfr. Tooke may justly lay almost an exclusi?e 
^laim ; although, certainly, in the case of a few of 
hese Words, the clue was found by others before 
lim. And as to his ascribing his success exclu- 
HVELY TO Etymology, after having expressly 
leclared that Etymology had no hand informing his 
System, I have only to remark, upon this, that it 
itrikes with deplorable force against his con- 
listency. But along with this degree of assent. I 
nust object, that the mere discovery that So-called 
prepositions are only certain Primary Parts of 
Speech disguised by corruption is a light which, 
bough certainly very important is yet so vague, 
md void of steadiness for the requisite purpose of 
educing the different Parts of Speech to any thing 
ike a definite character, that^ in effect, it amounts 
o no better than a mere twilight, or to the darkness 
>f night itself; in which objects indeed appear^ but 
ippear in forms so shadowy and shapeless, that it 
s impossible to distinguish a reality from the crea- 
tures of imagination. And, in fact, I entertain 
\ full reliance on being able to show, in the 
[nost satisfactory manner, that such has been the 
degree of obscurity in question, that Mr. Tooke has 
mistaken these Objects as being of the ver^ o^^^ 
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site Grainmatical Character to that which diey^ia 
reality possess. 

With regard to the iAher assumption contained 
in the passage now under consideration, I have to 
observe, that it is true, in fact, that if Etymology ha 
not succeeded ; so, also, *^ Philosophy has attempted 
'^ in vain.'' But it is quite manifest, that; in this »-< 
sertion, is implied, as the meaning of Mr. Tooke) 
not only that Philosophy has failed in time past; but 
Mkewise that it never can succeed in time to come \ 
For this is conformable to the general tenor of Mr# 
Tooke^s opinions, throughout ; although it is con* 
tradicted by occasional lapses in favour of reasonings 
Now againjst- this assumption 1 have uniformly ex^ 
pressed my dissent : and I shall develop my 
larther objections to it, in the course of what is to 
follow. But, in the first place, it is necessary to 
fitate the answer which Mr. Tooke gives tQ his 
fellow Dialogist, with regard to the Necessity or 
Use of Prepositions. 

The Dialogist^ H,'(Mr. Tooke's own designation,) 
says, ** I acknowledge them** (i. e. Prepositums) 
** to be undoubtedly necessary. For, as the ne- 
** cessity of the Article (or of some equivalent in-*- 
♦• vention) follows from the impossibility of having 
** in language a distinct name ov particular term foT 
'^ each particular individual idea; so does the nei^ 
cessity of the Preposition (or of some equtvalenf^ 
invention) follow from the impossibility of having 
in language a distinct complex term fur each dif- 
ferent collection of ideas which we may hav9 
*^ occasion to put together in discourse. The ad^- 
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!' ^dition or subtraction of any one idea to or from 
'' a collectioDi makes it a different collection : and 
" (if there were degrees of impossibility) it is still 
" jDfiore impossible to use bi language a difieient 
'^ and distinct complex term for each different and 
!^ distinct collection of ideas, than it is to ose a dis». 
i* tinct particular term for each particular and ia- 
<' dividual idea. To supply, therefore, the place 
*^ of the complex terms which are wanting in a 
** language, is the Preposition employed : By 
** whose aid complex terms are prevented from 
^* being infinite or too numerous, and are used 
^f only for tliose collections of ideas whicb we 
^* have most frequently occasion to mention in di»- 
V course^ And this end is obtained in the simplest 
^ manner in the world. For hating occasion n 
** communication to menition a collection of ideas ^ 
^ for which there is no one single complex term in 
** languagev we either take that compliex t.enB 
"*' which includes the greatest number^ though not 
** All^ of tbe ideas we would communicate ; oreke 
^* we take that complex term wbich includes: All, 
^' and the fewest ideas inore than those we- woBtd 
** communicate : and then by the help of the Pre^ 
*^ position, we either make up the deficiency in 
'* the one case, or retrench the superfluity in the 
** other.*' 

" For instance :" 



1. * A House WITH a Party-walU 

2. * A House WITHOUT a Roof.' 

" In tbe first instance, the complex term is de- 
&ehnt: Tbe Pi<?positioii iireete to ^44 vs\«lNs^ 
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/* wanting. In the second instance, the complex 
'^ term is redundant : The Preposition directs io 
'' take away what is superfluous/' 

The connected passages, which I have just 
quoted, contain the substance of Mr. Tooke's 
Theory of the Necessity and Use of Prepositions. 
In the place whence these quotations are taken 
there are other remarks, with a view to illustrate 
and confirm the Theory ; and, to these illustrations 
I would refer the reader, for farther satisfaction : 
but the essential part, I apprehend, is here extract- 
ed, for every requisite purpose. 

With regard to this Theory, therefore, I now 
observe, in the first place, that it has been hail- 
ed on all sides, as being a most luminous and 
beautiful exposition of the subject. The asserted 
Use or Office of Prepositions is laid out, to super- 
ficial observation, with all the aspect of a logical 
and enlightened discrimination of the Nature of 
our " Ideas," with regard to the various Modes of 
their " Collection,''—'' Addition,''—'' Subtraction,"-^ 
<§;*c.; notwithstanding the Preliminary Doctrine 
of the writer — that there are No Such Things in the 
Mind as these Compositions and Decompositions* And 
the instances given, to illustrate the theory, ap- 
pear to furnish an elegant example of the Ety* 
mology or Derivation of the Words in question^ 
from their primitive forms in another Language. 
Such is the general estimate which has been made 
of the Doctrine of Mr. Tooke, with regard to the 
Use of Prepositions. 

After thus adverting to the aspect and repute 
of the thing ; and to l\i^ wm^etts^ cc^x^^^tlV. ^Ad 
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celebrity which hate attended it ; it will nMurally 
excite great surprise that one should venture 
to express any material objection against. iU 
Much more will it do so when I hazard a protest 
against the whole exposition which has been 
quoted above, as being a matter completely un^ 
founded and visionary. -. 

' As, however, I shall stake my judgment to the 
hazard of this opinion, it becomes requisite, here, 
to submit an assumed general outline of the Naf 
ture of Prepositions and Conjunctions, as founded 
upon the result of their respective analyses ih 
the subsequent peuges of this work : Which preli* 
minary position I conceive to be necessary, in 
order to enable a reader to apprehend the bearings 
of the observations which I have to offer, in this 
place, upon the above-mentioned Theory of Mr. 
Tooke. 

. In laying down this general outline, it is neces- 
sary to premise, that, besides Mr. Tooke's theory 
of the Use of Prepositions, be has asserted that 
Prepositions and Conjunctions were originally, 
4md still arCf All One Same Class of Words. 
And it is sufficiently known that he has been fol* 
lowed, in this view of the subject, by all subsequent 
irriters. To this doctrine, also, as well asto that of 
the: Use of Prepositions as asserted by him, I object 
in the strongest manner, as being to the last degree 
unfounded : And the following is what I humbly 
<x>nceive to be the real Nature of the Subject ; 
&e truth of which I propose to substantiate in the 
course of a very full analysis, in the sequel. 

J. Prepositions and CoNJi3iftCT\o^« te\j«|L 
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Two Most Different Classes of Signs, oir Ports of 
Speech ; insomuch, that it is, of itself alone, a 
proof of a very profound degree of general dark- 
ness in the Philosophy of Language, that these 
Two Classes have been confounded into one. 

2. All So-called Prepositions are Yerbs^ 
and Dependent Verbs, in Relatively Pnesent TuMi 
This is the invariable and the necessary grammati- 
cal character or import of Every Word that is ea^ 
titled to be called a Preposition. 

As for the Use of this Part of Speech ; it ap« 
pears to divide itself into Two Sorts :h\A both 
these, however, resolve themselves into one Kind^ 
With rf^ard to these Two Uses, in the^r** place 
I observe. Prepositions serve most frequently to 
define the manner of beginnings or of terminating^ 
Any Principal Action ; which Principal Action 
is always signified by its own Sign or Verb: la 
which case, the Verb signifying the Principal 
Action is a Major Verb ; and the So-called 
Preposition, signifying the Manner of begin- 
NINO, or OF TERMINATING the Principal Action, 
is a Depending or Minor Verb. Hence, there* 
fore, I have been led to assign to All So-called 
Prepositions the denomination of Minor Verbs. 

As an example of the Use now in question ; If 
we say " He comes to London^'' — ** He resides in 
England;"* the Verbs " comes" and " resides" are 
Major Verbs, as being the Signs of the Grammati^ 
cally Principal Actions asserted in these two Sen- 
tences; and the So-called Prepositions, ^* to" and 
" IN," are Minor Verbs, as being Signs of the 
dependent and defining Actions ^finishing London 
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and iNNiNoEngland. I shall shew, hereafter, that 
Actions in general require to have their ej&- 
tremes defined ; and defined by this Principle. 
To which remark may be added, that, besides her 
ginning and terminating Actions, innumerable 
Actions may be expressed as Dependent Ones. 

The Other most frequent Use of Prepositions is, 
to serve as the Sign of an Action between Some Noun 
in the Definitive Case and Some Other Noun which 
the first defines by means of this Action. As an ex* 
ample of this Use, when we say " Joan of Arc ;" 
the Preposition — " of,"— -which means offspring* 
if^f — is the Sign of an Action between Joan and 
the Place of her Designation ; by means of 
which Action the Noun — " Arc" — is placed in 
the Genitive, or rather in the Definitive Case, 
and it defines the Noun — " Joan" — or tells us 
WHAT Joan it is that is meant J It only remains 
to observe, here, that, although the Word offspring* 
ing appears, in the present instance, to stand for a 
^i^k or solitary Action, and not for a defining or 
dependent Action, depending upon any Principal 
Act ; yet, the Nature of Things resolves it into a 
Dependent and Defining Action, like those de- 
scribed in the first-mentioned Use of Prepositions : 
because Joan qff^springing Arc, (whensoever she 
is mentioned,) must be *^ Joan living offspring*, 
mg Arc," — or "Joan dead offspringing Arc," 
or " Joan conquering offspringing Arc," or 
"Joan defeated, taken, or executed, off'^ 
" ^ringing Arc :^* — And, thus, we cannot conceive 

* The Definitive Case will be explaioed, in the sequel. 

* Here if sny reader^ who is versed in Etymology, should 
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Any Noun put in Any Case, bat we mast inVolvi 
the conception that snch Case is deprmdent 
upon Some Action which is Grammatically Ma- 
jor OR Principal, with respect to the Actkm 
V)hiehformi the Case. 

I could not have stated this general sketch of 
the Use of Prepositions in less room than is here 
taken up. And it must remain for the sequel tt 
shew what views of Language it will open, in its 
conseqo^ioes. . 

The General Nature of Conjunctions, upon 
the other hand, now remains to be suggested. . ^ 
Conjunction, that is to say an Impebatite 
Conjunction (which is the only Species of this 
Class of Words with which we have at present 
any thing to do,) is an Abbreviated Sign op A 
Whole Speech or Sentence ; and this, ioo^nd 
of a Simple^ but of a Compound Sentence* As such, 
therefore, a Conjunction can never be a Verb: 
And nothing could be more unfounded, or could 
create more confusion in Langus^, than the as* 
sumption or doctrine of Mr. Tooke which con* 
strues Some Prepositions as Imperatives, and 
then CALLS (hem Verbs ; — a doctrine scarcely less 
monstrous than his other assumption — ^namely— ^ 
that Some Prepositions are Nouns ! 

In furnishing this statement, I have to notioe 
the collateral fact, that the views of Mr. Tooke^ 

happen to entertain a notion that '' Offspringing"* is not the real 
meaning of the word " Off' I only solicit him to suspend 
this, or any other such objection, until I shall come 4o tfae pro- 
jitrpiacefer iris bykig.H, 01 fai wydSsMMMotkui . . 
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whieh I cottfidently deem to be so profiumdly 
<5bjectionab]e and visionary, are altogether stodb- 
scribed to by Dr. Marr^y ; I mean in so ftr ai 
regards the doctrine that Prepositions may ba 
Impbratives, Nouns, &c. Upon this, howe^er^ 
at present I shall only observe, that I entertain a 
foil persuasion that the vast error of this doctrine 
IS so completely demonstmUe ; and the deplora* 
ble state of the Philosophy of Language resulting . 
from it is a matter of such certain (nroof ; that, not> 
withstanding my great respect for the judgment 
of Dr. MuRay as an Etymologist, his views and 
1m evidences have not given rise in my mind to 
my thing, except a more confirmed conviction of 
the mn'eality of the ground which he has asserted 
in common with his meritorious predecessor. 

At the same thne, it is due to both these writers 
to observe, that it is Etymology, and not any 
nsionary range of their own imaginations, that 
has forced them to the adoption of the views in 
question. For certain it is, that our Teutonic an* 
cestors have, by a preposterous violation of reason, 
made use of both Imperatives and Nouns to server 
in a way^ for Prepositions ; and when we contem- 
plate the looseness of expression which has always 
prevailed in early Languages ; and the masses of 
absurdity which frequently occur in the specimens 
of early dialects which have been furnished in 
evidence ; we can never be surprised that even 
Nouns and Imperatives have been put in the 
place of Minor Verbs. It must be accorded to 
Tooke, and to Murray^, that it was indeed the 
dfltf of an JEtymolooist foxkhCuWy to \xwi% 
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out, and to record, these facts : Bat it must at 
the same time be insisted that it is the Office of 
a Philosophical Grammarian to expose evay 
existing absurdity in the Stracture of Language^ 
and to demonstrate what Part of Speech ought to 
occupy its place. It would have been a wonderful 
violation of the known laws of nature, and a real 
miracle, if the early Teutonic Savages, or the 
Barbarians of any Tribe, were endowed with a 
prescriptive judgment in the Science of Language, 
insomuch that all the expressions they had atuBir 
bled upon, or hastily employed, in the necessities 
of their situation, ought for ever to be received as 
the pure legitimate offspring of i^eason^ and to be 
made the models of verbal communication for 
civilised nations and philosophers : But it is suffi- 
ciently known to be no miracle, that civilised 
nations and philosophers have (from a variety of 
reasons and inducements) taken the ready-made 
absurdities of barbarians for models of verbal ex- 
pression. 

The preparatory outline, which I had proposed 
to sketch of the Subject, is now before the reader: 
And I proceed, therefore, to examine Mr, Tooke's 
account of the Use of Prepositions. 

With regard to the present view of Mr. Tooke's 
Theory, I observe. Firsts that, in the examples 
which he has given of 

" A House with a Party- Wall ;" 
" A House WITHOUT a Roof—;" 

He has been ^* misled by Etymology'' to construe 
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the Words with and without m Imperativbs. 
And, by so doing, he has tamed these Words fairly 
(or rather unfairly) out of the Class of Preposi* 
TioNs, and has made them Imperative Con- 
junctions. The consequence of this error is, 
that the Use he supposes them to have, in their 
tespective sentences, is, in the first place, a most 
awkward and illogical Use; while the desired 
purpose would have been far better answered by 
construing them as Prepositions, i. e. as Minor 
Verbs in what is called the Frop^essive Participial 
Form, as in reality I affirm they are. This con- 
struction would reduce the phrases in question to 
the following form : 

" A House withing (i. e. tying) a Party-Wall." 
** A House withing out (i, e. tying out or tying 
the want of) a Roof." 

I shall leave it to the reader, for the present, 
without farther illustration, to judge whether this 
form of expression is not more natural and proba- 
ble, than to say, or even to mean, 

" A House, I direct you, that you add A 
Party-Wall." 

" A House, I DIRECT YOU THAT YOU TAKE 
AWAY A Roof." 

The real truth, however, is, that, so far are Im- 
peratives from being necessary to express either 
the added or the subtracted ** Idea," in the exam- 
ples in question, that we can express the very 
same addition, or subtraction, and this more con" 
dsehfy \n Two Other Ways, without using the 
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damay, and in fact the inadmissible^ instnute^iH 
tality of an Imperative. For» not only can we say, 
(as has already appeared) ** A House joining a 
Party-We^l ;" but, besides this V^bal form of 
expression, we could express the very same 
** Collection of Ideas" by a Mere ADJEcrriYip 
thus : ** A Party-wall House ;" just as we say 
'^ a Double-Barrel Gun/' or a ** Broad^whrsIi 
Waggon." What, then, becomes of Mr. Tooke's 
doctrine, that Imperatives are necessary to [He- 
vent Complex Terms in Language from being 
infinite, or too numerous ? 

If it should be observed, that Mr. Tooke hw 
s^id, only, that ^* Prepositions, or Some Other 
equivalent invention" is necessary for the purpose 
in question. I answer: It is indisputable^ Mr. 
Tooke has here expressly, and by name, assumed 
Prepositions to be Imperatives ; and he has 
furnished Ejpampks of these Imperatives as senh 
ing to prevent a multiplicity of Complex Terms : Andt 
against this, I have shewn^ in the little matter that 
is already advanced, that the Prepositiona in 
question cannot, without a stretch amounting to 
little short of absurdity, be construed as Impera- 
tives ; and, that there are Two Other Modes ofex- 
pression in Language, which serve the purpose in a 
vastly superior manner. But I have now to sug- 
gest a fact which carries the matter much farther 
agamst the Use of Itbperatives, in the present 
case. For the real truth is, that, so far are Imper 
ratives from being necessary to save a multiplicity 
of Complex Terms,, that there is a Certmn Cla3s of 
W6rds in Language moessary to save an mtQkr0^ 
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bfy numerous repetition of Imperatives, in those 
cases wherein Imperatives do^ or could, enter into 
Complex Terms. The Class of Words I at pre- 
sent allude to, is that Species of A^ectives called 
Numeral Definitives. Thus for example, if we 
had no Numeral D^nitive for the Number a 
Thousand^ nor for any lower Number beyond One; 
and if we wanted to express a Thousand Men ; we 
should, in this case, in expressing a Thousand Men^ 
be under the necessity of saying ** A Man And 
" A Man Join A Man And A Man Join A Man, 
and so on, until the End of the Thousand ; besides 
the fact that, for want of Names for Numbers, we 
could never tell when we had got to the Number 
in question. In this example, it is plain, that the 
Definitive—** a Thousand" — saves Nine Hun- 
dred and Ninety-Nine repetitions of the Impe- 
rative ** And," — or " Join ;" besides saving 
the like Number of repetitions of the Noun Man, 
which the Imperative would otherwise have con* 
Qected with the First Noun Man. 

In a word ; In so far as Mr. Tooke's account 
of the Use of Imperatives, in the present case, is 
true at all, the passage in which he lays it out so 
formally, and with so much fallacy intermixed, 
^aght to have been expressed in the brief and 
^sual terms employed by popular Grammar wri- 
ters — ^namely — that " Conjunctions" (for the 
examples he has here given of Prepositions are in 
ireality Nothing but Imperative Corgunctions) " con- 
** nect like Cases of Nouns and Modes of Verbs:" 
IFor all that he has shewn on the subject, in his 
examples, in reality amounts to no more. And 
AnaL % 1^ 
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if be bad had the most diBtant conception of the 
Nature of Prepositions--K)r of the fact that Evbbt 
So-called Preposition must be a Verb — a 
Proper Legitimate OperativeYerb — ^he neret 
could have offered the account of the matter if hich 
be has done ; since it certainly neyer entered hk 
mind, nor that of any other writer, that the Use 
OP Verbs is to sme an infinity or multiplicity of 
Complex Terms in Language. 

In closing this preliminary objection, there li 
one consideration which I would particularly sug^ 
gest for the attention of the reader ; as I think it 
cannot fail to strike him with its full momeot 
Mr.Tooke assumes that a Preposition directs US 
to add, or to take away. Now I leave it, without 
farther comment, to the judgment of any person, 
Whether a Preposition ever directs at all,*— or 
possesses any thing like an Office of DiRECTiKa US. 
In the expressions, — He went to London, — She 
lives IN London, — ^They talk at random,^ — We 
came from England, — Man lives by Bread, — ^1 
ask, Is there a possibility of pretending, for a mo- 
ment, that any one of these Prepositions has an 
Office of directing Us to do any Act ? On the 
contrary, Do not these Prepositions act TasH- 
s ELVES, by connecting the Noun which goes be^ 
fore them, with that which follows after them ; in 
the very same manner in which a Verb acts, by 
connecting its Nominative with its Accusative 
Noun? And, assuredly, no person will pretend 
that a Verb directs US to add its Nominative 
to its Accusative; because this addition is effiscted 
BEFORE a Verb can be aMis.T3i.ii% Ksi\\w^%.ktiVB 
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C9Xi ONLY DIRECT, it CANNOT FORGE Us, te 
add One Idea, or Word, to Another : And ve maj, 
(even though the grammatical consequence should 
be absurdity, or nonsense,) Not add any Idea, 
or Word, directed by an Imperative. But a Pjks- 
POsiTioN leaves us no such Power, or Option to 
rebel : For it connects One Idea, or Word, with 
An6tber by Its Own GRAMHiATicAixY^iKTRiNr 
SIC Power. Most certainly, therefore, any man 
with a logical bead will vastly distinguish between 
these Two Grammatical Principles. — An Iif% 
rERATiVE can only connect Two Portions of 
Speech WHEN WE CHOOSE IT SHOULD: hut 
a Preposition connects Two Noons brforb U 
can be a Preposition : For Any Such Word as 
In, With, or BT,is No Preposition tm/i/ after 
it is inter-posed between two Noons, or Words. 
Ik PIKE ; An Imperative, I have already observed, 
is Not Any Part of Speech ; because it is the 
Abbreviation op a Whole Speech : Bot a 
Preposition is a Part or Element of Speech, 
properly so called ; and the difierence between 
these Two Things is grammatically infinite. 

To all persons, who are in the habit of logical 
disciroinations, the distinction which I have now 
urged must be sufficiently manifest: ^ot for the 
sake of the general reader I farther observe, that aii 
Imperative Conjuncton is a Thing analogous 
to the Sentence of a Judge, or the Warrant of a 
Magistrate. The Sentence may be just: but it 
may never be carried into execution: and, if it 
should be executed ; this must be done through 
the Medium of an Act of Volitiim in Some Mwd^ 
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ft 

But a Preposition is analogous to the Fetter^ 
nvhich LINKS a Culprit to his Prison Wall; or, to the 
Itisirument of Deaths which ties him to his Fate ; 
Which Thing can be No Fetter, or No Instru- 
ment OF Death, except during its Action in this 
Office ; but its Power of connecting is then in- 
trinsic TO ITSELF* I may safely venture to be- 
lieve, therefore, that it never will be deliberately 
affirmed, by any person of a competent knowledge 
of the Subject, that the Philosophy of Language 
has ever yet seen the light ; when it is confidently 
and dogmatically asserted, by our most luminous 
and approved Grammarians, that Imperatives 
and Prepositions are One and the Same 
Part or Element of Speech. What Persons 
(I might ask) are so low in logical pretension, that ^ 
they would not blush for their understanding, if 
they were supposed to imagine that the JIdoral 
Principle which gives a Sort of Secondary 
Virtue to a Piece of Paper, or Parchment, and 
(which MAY, or may not, lead to the production 
of Death) is One Same Thing with the Physical 
Principle of the Iron, or the Hemp, which, m a 
logical sense, ties an Animal to its Fate ? Yet the 
confounding of these Two Principles is nothing 
less monstrous^ or less deplorable, than the con- 
founding of Prepositions with Imperatives. 
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SUBSECTION II. 

Prepositions if construed as Imperatives invert the 
Relative Situations of the Subjects, or Objects, in- 
tended to be expressed. 

Having thus far discussed the consideraliou of 
the Use of Prepositions ; I proceed now to ob- 
serve, as for the supposed Etymological authority 
produced by Mr. Tooke, by which he construes 
these Words as Imperatives, that if this construc- 
tion shall be irrefragably shewn to lead to absurd 
consequences, or a manifest perversion of common 
sense, it must be conclusively regarded as being 
altogether visionary. And, even, supposing Mr. 
Tooke to have been right in asserting that our 
Gothic, or Anglo-Saxon forefathers did actually in 
some instances force Imperatives, or did believe 
they had forced them, into the Office of Preposi* 
tions ; yet, I mjast insist, that very sufficient rea- 
sons may be assigned, why they may have done 
so through negligence alone, (not to mention va- 
rious other causes,) whereby they may have changed 
the So-called Participial Forms of a Verb to that of 
an Imperative; or, rather, may have taken the oiie 
for the other : For I shall shew, distinctly, that 
One Same Form has, at certain stages of our Lan- 
guage, served for Both these Nominal Parts of 
Speech. 

The truth is, that Ancient Language, i. e. the 
Dialects of the Ancient Teutonic, abounds with 
absurd forms of expression. And this truth will 
be denied by no one who impartially consults the 
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labors of Etymologists. As examples of this, I 
shall, in the sequel, in an appropriate article, exhi- 
bit especially the case of Two remarkable So-callr 
ed Prepositions — ^namely — the French Preposition 
Chez and the English Preposition Through: both 
which, indeed, appear to be Nouns, as MnTooke 
has called them. And the exposure of absurdity 
which will be exhiUted in these examples, will, I 
have no doubt, carry with it all the weight and 
impression that could be desired. It is the Office 
of the Philosophical Grammarian, in such case, 
not to follow the absurdity of our ancestors ; but 
to detect and remove it* 

But, although I have admitted that Mr. Tooke 
is justified as an Etymologist, in novae instances, 
in his Derivation of the Words now in question; 
yet, a very grave ol^jection is to be laid against 
his Derivations in the case of a number of the most 
important Words, and especially in that of Imps* 
RATiVEs. For it is unequivocally asserted by Dr. 
Murray, whose authority cannot fail to be conri- 
dered as higher than that of Mr. Tooke, that be 
^' di0ers widely from the latter in his account of 
^* particular Words.*' Tliis remarkable Schism 
between those two eminent Etymologists, if we 
were to suppose their authorities nearly equal, 
would exhibit another of those instances of error 
which have brought Etymology into disrepute; 
But if we allow that Dr. Murray has gone by fat 
the deepest into the Nature of Early Dialects, the 
very least result, in this case, will be to oblige us 
to reject the Derivations of Mr. TookCy in the va- 
rious instances (and t\\ey apip^w \.o \«i ^^^^ \»»c^ 
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merous and important) in which he differs from 
his illustrious Successor. Much more, then, must 
Mre reject these Derivations of Mr. Tooke, if we 
find them not only differing from those of Dr. 
Murray, but at the same time involving the Sub- 
ject in gross and deplorable absurdity. 

As a single and curious example of this etymo- 
logical £aiUacy in Mr. Tooke, I am led to furnish 
the reader with the following one, previously to my 
going into the absurdity to which I here allude : 
Because, from all the attendant circumstancesj I 
think it cannot fail to impress his mind, and to 
caution him, as to the degree of trust which is 
sometimes due to even the most triumphant or 
con/ident etymological assertions. In Mr. Tooke's 
RrstVobime^ page 181, he has explained the Con- 
junction, — ** Elss" — as an Imperative, import- 
ing Dismiss; and he has supplied a string of 
examples, in illustration of this theory. This deri- 
vation, however, was afterwards objected to, by 
a. Clitic on Mr. Tooke's writings ; and the latter 
was thereupon led to defend his derivation, farther 
on, in page 248. In this place, accordingly, he is 
more than usually positive and sarcastic. Among 
other examples of this, he says. 

« Nothing Else."" 

" You shall have a fool's cap for your pains ; 
" and Nothing Else." 

** You shall have a fool's cap for your pains ; 
" arid Nothing But a fool's cap." 

" You shall have a fool's cap for your pains ; 
** and Nothing Except a fooVs c^p " 



988 OF MINOR VERBS, hy GtmnuL- [chap, a 

'^ Yon shall have a fool's cap for your pains ; 
" and IF NOT a fool's cap, Nothing!^ 

** You shall have a fool's cap for your pains ; 
" and Dismiss the fool's cap, Nothing.'' 

** You have shewn impotence and malice 
" enough ; Dismiss them, What have you shewn?" 

Thus he runs on, for the space of two, or 
three pages, ih the same triumphant and cutting 
manner, and deals out the most unqualified con- 
tempt to his opponent : insomuch, that one would 
naturally conclude, that if there was any one of 
his Derivations more sacred or unassailable than 
all the others, it was this very exposition of the 
Word " Else," 

In Dr. Murray's Second Volume, nevertheless, a* 
vastly different account is given of the Word 
Else ; and an account which bears internal evi- 
dence of profound research and indubitable truth. 
. In page 12, he says, "From Anel, by con- 
" tract, came Al, meaning other, different, foreign, 
" whence the adverb Els, Elles, else: and the 
** Latin Alius and Al-ter, other." — 

In farther explanation of this, (back in pages 5 
and 6) Dr. Murray says, that tte Word — " else" 
— is the Genitive Case of El and Al, Other. 
And, in the same place, he has explained a whole 
tribe of other Adverbs, as being also Genitive 
Cases of Nouns, such as Ones, and Anis, 
Eftsones, Whenes, hWiles, &c. 

According to this exposition, therefore, (of the 
soundness of which I entertain not a doubt,) the 
Word Else, — instead of being an Imperative, is 
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an Adverb compounded of a Noun and a Prepo- 
sition — namely — £l-es, that is Of Other. 

Now, then, Mr. Tooke's opponent, if he had 
been possessed . of the etymological light thrown 
upon the Subject by Dr. Murray, might have 
turned Mr. Tooke's examples upon himself, thus : 

" You shall have a. fool's cap for your pains ;" 
Of Other, Nothing. 

" You have shewn, &c. &c." — Of Other, 
" What have you shewn ?" 

" If a Nation's liberties cannot be secured by 
•' a fair represeptation of the people," (Mr. Tooke 
says) " Dismiss it," — (but Dr. Murray would say) 
** Of Other;" " How can they be secured?" 

Independent of what I conceive to be the au- 
thority of Dr. Murray's Derivation, I may leave it 
here to the reader, which is the most natural, oi: 
rational, exposition of the last example — that of 
Mr. Tooke or that of his Successor. 

It may be proper to remark, however, that the 
import of the Word — Else — is not any matter of 
particular importance, to determine. And the sole 
purpose of my bringing this example is to shew 
how profoundly Mr. Tooke has been in error, with 
r^ard to some of his Assumed Imperatives^ 
when he has so dogmatically asserted a Word 
to be an Imperative, which turns out to be a 
Noun in the Genitive Case with its Preposi* 
tion taken together* 

With the exception of the Etymological illustra-^ 

tion of Prepositions, (when I shall come to them,) 

I can s.eldom afford room in the present work for 

stich a complete exposure, with regard to Siugfe 

Jm/. ^ o 
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fFordSf m is lierein exhibited. But I trast the 
above example haB furnished a very impressive 
proof of the fycU how easily the assumed ground 
may often be knocked from under the feet of the 
most confident Etymologist. Indeed I cannot 
quit the present instance virithout observing, how 
very questionable a thing it very often is, when 
Etymologists assert that they proceed upon In- 
ductive Ground. Can it be said that Mr. Tooke 
has proceeded upon Inductive Ground with r^ard 
to this Word Else ? 

I by no means intend, hereby, to underrate the 
real pretensions of Etymology. But the example 
now furnished cannot fail to put every reader upon 
his guard, how far he ought to put implicit jfaith in 
what Etymologists often cally and what they of 
course believe to bCy Induction. 

The example and remarks which I have here 
offered are the more deserving of attention, be- 
cause it is to be observed, that even Dr. Mur- 
ray asserts (in Vol. 2, page 1(J0) that " Every 
<* Conjunction and Preposition may also be trans- 
** lated by a Verb, Adjective, Noun, or Pabti- 
" ciPLE." In page 11, also, he says, that Adverbs, 
Prepositions and Conjunctions, in the Teutonic 
Dialect, '' may be in all cases," (i. e. Nouns ip 
all cases.) And, that '' A few of them are Verbs 
** in the Imperative and Subjunctive Moods*'' 
Upon these assertions, therefore, I am ui^d to re- 
peat, that I feel the most perfect conviction of 
being enabled to shew, that if Dr. Murray ws^ 
quite sure of his ground ; (which, with r^ard 
to some of them, I have no wish to deny H 
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follows, at least, that oar Teutonic forefathers, in 
forcing either a Noun or an Impbratitb into 
what they supposed to be the Office of a Prb«- 
POSITION, only fell into the use of an ej?pression, 
the real grammatical character of which they did 
not comprehend. And I shall so definitively 
show What is the Nature of this error; and, 
also, point out What the logical expression ought to 
have been; that I apprehend it would be to the 
last de^ee discreditable to Philosophy, to continue 
to admit into Language any such jargon, as is 
made of the Subject according to the exposition 
of either Mr. Tooke or Dr. Murray ; although it 
should ever so fully appear, that these writers have 
all the sanction for their doctrine, that can be afford- 
ed them by the Barbarians whose Forms ofSpeech^ 
RIGHT and WRONG, they have equally embalmed 
in their writings. 

As a single and passing example of this, (al- 
though I cannot stop here to discuss the passages 
in question,) I observe. Dr. Muiray, after con- 
founding " Preposition^^ with " Conjunctions^'^ 
say6, they ^* may be in all cases."* Now, according 
to the Languages he was quoting, a Noun in Any 
Case means a Noun and a Preposition taken 
TOGETHER AS One Word. Could any thing, 
then, (I would ask,) be a more manifest absurdity; 
than forcing a Noun and a Preposition to 
serve for a Preposition ? 

Having stated the foregoing remarks ; I have 
now to suggest a consideration of reason, as 
forming a striking objection to Mr. Tooke &TVv^w^ 
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of Prepositions^ in 80 far as he has construed these 
Words as Imperatives ; — an objection which, in 
as much as it is matter of reason, must be para- 
mount fb every other argument; although I ob- 
serve that it by no means stands alone, as an 
evidence against the doctrine in question. The 
matter to which I now allude, is the fact which is 
here immediately to be stated. 

When a So-called Preposition is construed as 
an Imperative ; it very remarkably inverts and 
FALSIFIES the Reciprocal State of Relativeness of 
Each of the Tzoo Objects whose Relativeness we in- 
tended to express; or, as it were, turns Any Cluster of 
Related Objects Upside down, or the Hind Part 
BEFORE. The fact in question is equally remark- 
able and important in its logical consequences : 
and it is very surprising that it should have so 
long remained altogether unnoticed. 

In order to illustrate this matter, I have to ob- 
serve, in the first place, that Mr. Tooke has con- 
strued the following Prepositions as Imperatives : 
— Beneathy — Behind^ — Before, — Beyond, — Without, 
Within, — and vai:ious others. Now, Every One 
of these Words, if construed as an Imperative^ 
inverts the meaning which the Word is meant and 
understood to convey; and. Every Time we use it 
thus, we SAY Owe thing and mean the direct con* 
ti^ary. 

Thus, for example. If we say, " The House be- 
" NEATH the Hill;' And, if " beneath'' be an Im- 
perative ; then, the real import of the phrase is, 
" The House, I command or direct the Hill to 
*' BE beneath it.'' 
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Again. If we say, " I walk behind ^oti;" And 
if '* behind" be an Imperative ; then, the real im- 
port of the sentence is, *^ I walk, I command or 
" direct you to be behindy^ that is to walk after me. 

That the real import is directly opposed to the 
reputed import^ in each of these examples, is a 
truth which I think no ingenuity will ever attempt 
to deny. And this absurd result, as an objection of 
reason^ would of itself alone be sufficient to explode 
Mr. Tooke's derivation of Prepositions as Impera- 
tives, without the aid of any other argument. 
* There is, moreover, another consideration to 
be taken into the scale : Which, though it be 
not an objection in reason^ is an Objection in Ver- 
nacular Gf^ammar ; and which, therefore, as an 
objection in Etymologi/y must make no less mo- 
mentously against Mr. Tooke's derivation. The 
matter to which I now allude is this : When Mr. 

Tooke furnishes the examples of, . 

• 

" A House WITH a Party Wall,'' 

and 
" A House WITHOUT a Roof/' 

these examples (supposing them to contain Impe- 
ratives) involve no grammatical solecism, because 
the- real and full import of them is, " A House, I 
** direct Thee that Thou shalt join a Party Wall ;" 
— " A House, I direct Thee that Thou take 
" away A Roof." But in other examples of the 
use of Prepositions, which continually occur, the 
case becomes very different ; and the most glar- 
ing solecism is the result. Thus if we say, *' He 
''stood behind Her ;" and, if " Behind" >ofe ^\!l 
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Imperatiot ; then the Pronoun Her ought to be 
She. We cannot say, " Be Her hind^ Be Hiv 
" Awm/."— We say, " Be Thou Whok r and Not 
" Be Thee Whok:' 



Having thus shewn what Absurdity in Reasm^ 
and Solecism in Vernacular Grammar^ flows ineyi- 
tably from Mr. Tooke's construction of Prepo* 
sitions as Imperatives; I have now to suggest, 
that the Whole of this mixed mass of error is done 
away the moment we construe the same Preposi- 
tions as the Progressive Forms of Verbs. 

Thus, for example, if we say, " The House be- 
" NEATH the Hill;'' This means, " The House 
" NEDDERiNG the Hill ;*' or, more strictly, " The 
" ^(?MjreoNNiNG the Nedder of the Hill:'* Which 
finally means, The House activig vpoN,or against^ 
(i. e. relating to) the Lower Side of the Hill. 

I have already shewn, that Any Subject^ or 
Noun, which is ever expressed as being in Amf 
State of Relativeness to Any Other Subject, or Noun, 
is always expressed as acting upon or relating to^ 
that Noun, or Subject : Because All Relating 
is ACTING ; and, accordingly, it is expressed by the 
Verb to relate. Hence Every Prepo8ITIOII» 
placed between Two Nouns, is the Sign op ak 
Action between these Nouns : Which is a thing 
infinitely differing from the Sign of a Command to 
us to perform Any Action with regard to them ; as 
would be the OflSce of an Imperative, — were it 
placed between these Nouns. 
The propriety, andfoxce, of c^owatruing the Word 
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— " Beneath" — as is done above, will appear 
more clearly if we vary the example. Thus, if we 
say, " The Trees seen over the Hill ;" there is 
no one who will dispute that this carries the very 
same import as " The Trees seen overtopping the 
" HilV — Here, then, we have the Preposition — 
•* over'' — expressed in its true Progressive Verbal 
Form. And this Word, overtopping, might cer- 
tainly be construed — overing ; — which (as well 
as many other Words of a similar Idiom) is per- 
fectly vernacular in our Language, and affords a 
conspicuous example of the rationality which 
must attend construing many disguised Prepositions 
upon this Principle. 

Thus it appears, from the above example, that 
there are, (fortunately,) still remaining a number of 
** roots'' (and trunks also) of Real Prepositions, in 
their proper Verbal or what are called Participial 
Forms ; — a number fully sufficient to answer all 
the demands of Etymology, when I shall come 
to put the question to Her, upon the score of 
Derivation: Which I shall certamly do, at large, 
in its proper place. At present ; or, indeed^ in 
the result ; I am very indifferent although it should 
never appear that this, or that, Particular Prepo- 
sition has ever actually carried the Form which 
I shall ascribe to it: It is the General Prin- 
ciple ALONE, and Not the History of Everf 
Single Preposition, that it is important to establish 
upon certain and indubitable ground. 
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SECTION SECOND. 



OF THE GENERAL NATURE AND OFFICE OF MINOR VERB& 



SUBSECTION I. 



I . 



General Remarks on the doctrine of Grarhmarians 
with regard to the Nature and Use of Prepositiom 
— Mr. Tooke's Theory of Prepositions more pre- 
judicial to Grammar than that advanced by Mr. 
Harris. 

To speak here, in the first place, of the doctrine 
entertained by Grammarians in general concerning 
the Nature and Use of Prepositions ; I observe, it 
has been usually understood, that Any of these 
Words denote Some " Relation" (as it was and 
is absurdly called) of Things or of One Noun to 
Another. And it has been farther supposed, that 
Prepositions originally denoted only Relations of 
Space ; and, thdt they were subsequently applied, 
in a figurative or analogous sense, to signify 
Moral and Other Relations. 

Now the leading remark which it appears re^ 
quisite to be ofiered, with regard to this general 
doctrine, is to observe, that there is a small 
approximation to truth in the^ assumptions it en- 
tertains : but, at the same time, to suggest that the 
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whole comprehends so large and serious an 
extent of error, as has in eiffect buried the Nature 
of Language, with regard to this part of its Struc- 
ture, in the most profound darkness. 

' First therefore, I stat6, that, although Preposi- 
tions certainly do signify Relations between 
Things; and though the Prepositions which 
were earliest in use (owing to the more immedi- 
ate demand for them) do, by their particular 
import, literally denote Relations in Space, and 
were afterwards employed analogically to signify 
also Moral and Intellectual Relations ; yet it is to 
be objected here, as a truth which has been rigor- 
ously had in evidence in the foregoing parts of this 
treatise, that, in employing the phrase — *' a Rela- 
** TiON " OF One Noun or Thing ** to Another j' 
Chrammarians have had No Conception of Any 
Object except that o/" /Ae RELATIVENESS of One 
Noun or Thing to Another. What they call a 
«« BELATION"is Nothing but a RELATIVE SUB- 
JECT OR CO-AGENT, viewed with reference to 
SOME OTHER RELATIVE SUBJECT. And, as 
for Any Middle Thing or Bridge of Con- 
iiECTiON necessarily interposed between Every Txvo 
Jtelative Subjects^ they never so much as dream- 
ed either of the existence or the possibilitjr of 
sach Connectors. Hence, When Grammarians 
talk of Prepositions as denoting the Relations 
OF One Noun to Another ; and When I assert that 
^Prepositions denote Relations between Two 
!Nouns,They and I no more assert the Same Nature, 
or Office, of Prepositions, than if 7%^^ had affirmed 
Prepositions to be LINES, arid I Y\ad ^S^tvaa^ 
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them to be ANGLES* And I may Tery sftfidy 
affirm, that it could not produce a more profirand 
Absurdity and Confusion in Geometry to assert 
that Lines are Anoi^es, than it does in Grammaf 
to assert that Related Subjects are Rela- 
tions. 

In point of fact I may observe, although it wiff 
at first sight appear, to the generality of readers^ 
to be a most extravagant assertion, that Preposi- 
tions (inasmuch as they are Verbs) and Angles 
are Things of One Same General Nature : For 
Each of these Things is an Interposed ObjecTi 
necessarily created between Two Related Sub» 
Jects^ IN their Logical Action with Each Other. 

The natural consequence of the grand logical 
mistake here again adverted to, v?ith regard to 
the Structure of the Category of Relation, has 
been, that Grammarians in general have beea 
altogether bewildered in their conjectures concern- 
ing the Sort of Objects which So-called Preposi'* 
tions represent, and have fallen into the mort 
ridiculous conceits with respect to the Natni^ of 
these Objects : Some writers having, even^ sup- 
posed them to perform an Office of parade, and 
to serve as running footmen to the Nouns which 
they precede : While the Author of Hermes^ on 
the other hand,, has assumed these Words not to 
have any meaning of their own, or, in other wordSf 
Not to represent or be a Sign of Any Object { 
but to serve as Pegs or Naij.s, which makf 
Iwo Words or Grammatical Signs of ObjecU 
" coalesce," that otherwise would not ** unite V 
in which supposed O^ce, \SpL^l?xej^^^»OL, or ^ 
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least the Nail wMch it is feigned to tepresent^ 
MSAPPEARs from our logical view, and is not 
•apposed to exist as Amf Distinct Obfect^ of the 
Nature of a Bridge between the Two Belied 
Naum which it connects^ such as I diall uniformly 
maintain it is. 

The . doctrine of Prepositions taught by Mr. 
Harris is manifestly formed with a view, although 
a most erroneous view, to the Cat^ory of Relation: 
and, vast as is the fallacy which it involves, it 
was, perhaps, the nearest approach to truth that 
could have resulted from ,the Conception which 
all Logicians and Grammarians had invariably 
entertained of that Category. Its grand mistake 
consists in a confounding of the Connection 
of TuH> Grammatical Objects by the Medium of a 
Third One, into a mere Coalescence or Com- 
bination of the said Two Olgects into a supposed 
UNITY without Any Third One appearing between 
them as their Logical Connector; than which. 
No Two Logical Conceptions can, or must, be 
more distinct, both in Logic and in Grammar ; 
nor any, the confounding of which could intro- 
duce more deplorable confusion into philosophy. 

The doctrine of Harris has been followed by that 
of Tooke ; which has been considered as having 
swept away the former, from all philosophical 
considerations. Instead of the No Objects re- 
presented by Prepositions according to Harris; 
these Words possess an Absolute Intrinsic mean* 
ing according to Tooke. And we have been 
called upon, in the for^oiii^ pages, to observe 
What is this meaning ; Or, MVeax iwni. tyw^. O^ 
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JECTS which these Words represent. Now it 
has appeared, in the extracts already given, that 
Prepositions are asserted by Mr. Tooke to re- 
present, or rather to be themselves, Some of 
them Imperatives, and Others of them Nouns: 
And the Use assigned by him to these Words, 
is to save an infinity or multiplicity of 
Complex Terms in Language; the manner of 
doing which, moreover, we have seen described. 

I have deemed it, here, to be a matter of philoso- 
phical justice, to place the Substance of these two 
celebrated Grammatical Theories side by side ; for 
the purpose of comparing them together and of 
drawing a fair conclusion between their respec- 
tive merits. And in so doing, I have no he- 
sitation in expressing my opinion, that .the 
Theory put forth by the Author of Hermes, 
is far less unphilosophical, or gratuitously vi- 
sionary, than that of the Philologer of Purley. 
Upon this subject, therefore, I must beg to 
observe, that the reading community has labored 
under a profound mistake with regard, to the 
nature of that triumph, or at least that advantage, 
which is generally supposed to have been obtained 
by Mr. Tooke, over Mr. Harris. In the following 
general remieirks, I shall state what appears to me 
to be the principal amount of the difference be- 
tween the Two Schemes, or Writers, in question ; 
in so far as regards their respective doctrines con- 
cerning Prepositions. 

.Both of these writers were equally and utterly 

in the dark with regard to the Logical or GrAm- 

MATicAh Object wYiicYi kirj "Pto^o^vvwcl x^^te?- 
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sents ; which (I am to shew) is that of a Bridge, 
presenting to our Logical view its Fair and DU- 
tinct Arch^ or Volume^ interposed between Any Two 
Nouns. 

Both of them were equally, though opposite- 
ly, mistaken with regard to Any Preposition's 
having a meaning or representation^ or no meaning 
or representation. Mr. Harris assumed Any Word 
called a Preposition to signify No Object of 
Conception, (wen when it was duly associated between 
Two Nouns and was thus performing the Office of a 
Preposition. Mr. Tooke, on the other^ hand, as- 
sumed Any Word called a Preposition to be a 
Preposition even when it was Not associated with Any. 
Noun^ or Word ; that is, he asserted the Words 
called Prepositions to be Prepositions absolutely 
and intrinsically^ without at all supposing that their 
Grammatical Import as Prepositions depend 
upon each of them being interposed between 
3ome Two Words, operating for the moment as 
Nouns. Now I have shewn at large, in the Fourth 
Section of the foregoing Chapter, that Mr. Tooke's 
doctrine of the Absolute Grammatical Character of 
Words is altogether without foundation in reality, 
and is in the highest degree absurd : And, though 
Mr. Harris's Theory of Prepositions is manifestly 
ialse in this respect, it is certain that Mr. Tooke's 
is no less false and unphilosophicaK 

As a third consideration; Mr. Harris has not 
indulged in any visionary or gratuitous conceit 
concerning the USE of Prepositions, other than 
that of assuming them to be a Species of Con- 
HECTJVEs of Words : AUhough \xe W^ mtuiled. and, 



\ 
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cmfotmded these Connbctives, into Conjunc- 
tives. Whereas Mr. Tooke has feigned a Utility 
for Prepositions which in reality is no better than 
a Drama — or what Liord Bacon has calledf in 
Philosophy, an Idol of the Theatre. 

After stating this comparison, I am led to affirm, 
agreeably to what I before intimated, that I think 
the Theory of Prepositions furnished by Mr. 
Tooke is more prejudicial to the advancement of 
the Philosophy of Grammar, than that proposed 
by Mr. Harris. In other words I assert^ that, 
much as Mr. Harris has carried Grammar out of the 
way of truth, the Theory of Mr. Tooke has earned 
it still farther. And, although the latter has cer- 
tainly let in a light of a certain kind from the 
regions of Etymology ; the change which he has 
thereby effected is only a change from darkness to 
ilhcsion : The latter of which I apprehend to be 
much more bewildering than the former. The 
Etymological light let in by Mr. Tooke, I fi'eely 
grant, has been calculated to awaken curiosity, 
and to excite inquiry : It is herein, and herein alone^ 
that I deem the Philologer of Purley to have 
gained a great triumph, or advantage, over the Au- 
thor of Hermes. It has been justly observed, that 
every new and well founded doubt in Science is a 
negative discovery. Mr. Tooke's discovery, with 
regard to Prepositions, has been much more 
than negative: but, still, I affirm, it has been 
most indefinite and most illusory : and I may 
add, that it was rendered a much more diffi- 
calt labor to unveil the face of Grammar, from 
the illusive aspect wlaicYi \i^.s X^ftea Vb\^^^ tet vt 
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by this eminent Etymologist ; Aan it would have 
been to have started from that Total Darkness in 
which Mr. Harris left the Subject^ — ^if it be true 
that a traveller, who is staid from beiitg benfighted'y 
is in a less trying aqid difficult case thaii one who 
has been misguided into a devious road, through 
which he has to retrace his steps. 

In fine ; I consider Mr. Harris to have proceed- 
ed, in his Theory, like a Philosopher, although 
like a mistaken Philosopher, who was endeavouring 
to erect the Structure of Grammar upon that false 
Foundation of Logic which had been handed 
down to him from the Ancients ; and to which, 
unhappily for his own literary fame, he had ever 
looked up with an implicit idolatry. While that 
of Mr. Tooke, elated by his successful excursion 
into the regions of Etymology, and by the appa- 
rent advantage he had gained over Harris as well 
as other Grammarians, has been that of a strong 
but too self-confident Mind, which at the samk 
time was incumbered by the most inveterate pre- 
judices against '^ Philosophy," and neglected 
that due circumspection, or use of his great and 
undoubted powers, which was requisite for a com* 
plete rational investigation of his subject. 

I have thought it certainly due, both to the 
genius and merits of Mr. Harris and to a thorough 
understanding of Grammar, to state the above 
comparison and result ; with a view to correct the 
general opinion of the Subject, which has been 
greatly too much at that writer's expense. But I 
have carried this consideration as far as was re^ 
quisite: And I shall proceed, now, to ^\aXfc^\v^ 



804 OF MINOR VERBS, by Gramma-^ [cHAP. S. 

I rapffose to be an analysis of the Part of Speech 
called Prepositions. It remains, therefore, in great 
party for the sequel to shew, Whether the Princi- 
ples of the Subject which I am going to hazard, 
aie of a Nature that can entitle them to a better 
claim to the title of Scientific, or Philosophical, 
than is due to those celebrated but contending 
Theories which I have herein presumed to cri- 
ticise. 

SUBSECTION II. 

General Definition of the Nature of Minor Verbs^ by 
Grammarians called Prepositions. — Suggestion of 
the Triplicate Structure of Action ; Upon which 
Structure is founded a Principal Class of Minor 
Verbs. 

As I have already been led, (for the requisite pur- 
pose of examining Mr. Tooke's Theory,) to lay 
down, antecedent to proof, a loose definition of that 
Part of Speech whose Analysis forms the Subject of 
the present Chapter; I shall, in the outset of -this 
article, restate its Definition, in more precise or ri* 
gorous terms ; and shall depend upon what is to 
follow, for the justification of it 

Every Minor Verb or Legitimate So- 
called Preposition (forlhave said there are So- 
called Prepositions, and those in high repute, that 
are Not legitimate, that is, are Not Preposi- 
tions AT all) is a Verb. And the Sole Specific 
Difference or Differential Circumstance, which 
distinguishes a Minor Verb from a Verb, or 
which can convert the One into the Other^ is, 
that a Minor Verb is l\ie S\^w oi ka N.^\xqu that 
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is, in iome way. Logically and urammatically De- 
pendent upon Some Other Action that is Logl- 
cally and Grammatically a Principal with respect 
to the former. 

Before I proceed to offer an example, illustra- 
tive of this Definition, I merely observe, that not 
only is there almost a continual occasion, or ne- 
cessity, to express One Grammatically-dependent 
Action, along with its Principal; but there is 
very frequently need to express More than One 
Such Action. Thus a Number of Actions, consist- 
ing of a Principal and Several Grammatically* 
dependent Ones, are often expressed in a Series $ 
in which. Every Succeeding Verb, or the Action 
of which it is the Sign, is More Grammatically-de- 
pendent than that which immediately precedes it. 

As an Example of Such a Series, I now observe. 
If we say, **He SPOKE coscer^iv^q thwarting 
"the Enemy;'* We have, in this expression, a 
Series of Three Verbs, which are the Signs of Three 
Actions: And herein we are to note, that the 
Order of Logical and Grammatical Principality^ of 
the Three concatenated Actions in question, is in<^ 
VERSE to the Order of their Physical and Moral 
Principality, or Consequence. For the Action of 
THWARTING may be supposed to have been the 
leading Act of a Battle, in which a hostile fleet 
was defeated, or destroyed, and the fate of an 
empire decided; Whereas, Any Thing that only 
concerned it, or Any Speech which a man could 
afterwards make with regard to it, must be of less 
consequence in a Moral, or a Physical view. Bat^ 
in d Logical and Grammatical ^\ew cSl \kve ^w- 
A/ra/. "i ^ 
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teiicc, the SPEAKING is the PRINCIPAL Actiott < 

the CQNCERNiNO (of the speaking) is the Next 
Principal; and the thwarting (of the Enemy) is 
the Least Principal^ or Most Dependent Action, of 
the Three. 

Now I hare chosen the particular example in 
question, not only because it serves to illustrate 
the Principli^ under consideration, but also espe* 
cially because it is an instance which displays the 
co-operation of Two PreposHtionS) in their Office 
of Minor Verbs. For the Words — concerning and 
thwarting — are undeniably Prepositions : The 
Word — *^ concerning" — ^is an acknowledged Pre* 
position in our Language: And the Word — ihtmrU 
ing — is equally and ipdubitably a Preposition; 
although it is rarely adverted to as such : It is aU 
established and well known Term in Naval Tac- 
tics. Thus, they say, "The Enemy stood thwart'^ 
** m^ our Course ;*' — "The Enemy came thwart^ 
" ing our Fore-foot f — " The Enemy pell th 
" thwart — ^i. e. thwarting^— our Hawse." 

In this initiatory example, therefore, I present 
the reader with indubitable evidence of the emf- 
ence and operation of So-called Prepositions in their 
Real and Undisguised Verbal Forms. And 
this example alone may serve to carry the discern- 
ment of an acutely intuitive mind a considerable 
way into the true theory of the Subject. It is only 
requisite that he follow the same course, upon the 
logical basis of Necessary Principles : Which, if 
done, cannot fail to conduct him to satisfactory 
conclusions. 

As a corroboration, m iJae \sv^«sv ^vcwb^ <A ^Vol 
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is now laid down, or asserted, I merely remark, 
that the following String of English Prepositions 
has been duly recognised by Mr. Tooke him- 
self. And I confidently trust that their existence 
in our Language, in their Proper Verbal or 
WHAT IS called Participial Fqrms, must pre- 
sent, to the most diffident, or jealous, or prejudiced 
reader, an undeniable claim that be should ex- 
amine well- the farther evidences of the Subject ^ 
•which will be brought before him. I furnish this 
string of Prepositions to the reader, however, Not 
as the Objects which led me to the conclusions 
that are to follow ; for they certainly did not do sou 
Far different,' indeed, has been the road, and the 
labor, of deducing the Nature of Prepositions, 
than that of deriving it from any Etymological 
Source or Evidence. But, as an Etymological 
Evidence presented to his hand in the outset, it 
<iught to impress Him, and urge him to investigate 
the Subject with all due attention and impartiality ; 
especiaUy if be be a reader already imbaed with the 
existing doctrines of Grammar, and, of course, 
biassed in his opinions of the subject The Words 
ia question are, 
. ** Touching," — " concerning," — " reoard- 

^ ING," — " respecting," — ** RELATING TO," — 
.** SAVING," — "excepting," — ^'ACCORDING TO," — 
** GRANTING,'' — " ALLOWING," — *^ CONSIDERING," 
r-*** NOTWITHSTANDING," — " NEIGHBOURING." 

Div. OF PuRLEY, VoL 1, page 45ft 
• The only commentary which I shall at present 
offer upon this String of Minor Verbs, is to observe;, 
that k famishes several exampks of iVie^ ^o-^c:^^^ 
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Prepositions' being employed in a Series of Two, 
or More, depending upon Some Principal 
Verb. Thus, to SPEAK relating to Any Thing, 
is to SPEAK REhATiJio Jinisking or ending . ThBt 
Thing. And to ACT according to Any Thing, is 
to ACT ACCORDING /inching That Thing. 



Having laid down the foregoing General De- 
scription of the Foundation and Nature of So- 
called Prepositions ; I shall now proceed to sug- 
gest What is the Basis of the Principal and Most 
Important or Requisite Class of these Words; 
and which Class forms, in fact, the Tribe of 
Minor Verbs that is of most frequent use, or 
xecurrence. . 

When we attend to the General Nature or 
Action we shall find, that, unless in the case of 
a very few Acts, (which, perhaps, may claim a 
distinct consideration,) it is impossible to conceive 
Any Out-and-out Action, without conceiving 
it to have a Three-fold Structure or Three 
Distinct Members ; £ach One of which is in 
Itself an Action : For beginning an Action 
is One Action ; — and continuing an Action is 
Another Action ; — and ending an Action is a 
Third Action : And Each of these three concar 
tenated Actions is marked by a Peculiarity of Na- 
ture, and followed by a Peculiarity of Consequence, 
which vastly distinguish it from Both the Others 
and vnll never admit of its being logically con- 
founded with either of them. 
Tiius, when we say, ** V ^¥.^\^ ^Tv>Ma^'?;' — >* I 
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•* CONTINUE writing;' — ^** I end or finish writing;" 
*— we express Tbree as Distinct Actions as can be : 
And it is certain that No Part of the Middle 
Action, of CONTINUING writing, can ever beconr 
founded with the Action of either finishing or 

BEGINNING to write. 

Moreover, Not only is the Three-fold Structure 
of Action, (now suggested,) a Real and Necessary 
General Truth, and a most serious consideration 
in Logic : but it is at the same time to be observed, 
that the marking and signifying of this Tri- 
plicate Structure is a matter of the highest utility, 
and necessity, in our intercourse with the World 
around us : It is a thing of continual and indis- 
pensable recurrence : We can hardly mention Any 
Thing, as acting with or upon Another, but we 
must Define the Manner in which this Action ter- 
minates, or commences; and, often, define 
-BOTH these extremes : And, if we do not thus ex- 
pressly define either of them, we must under- 
stand them as being silently and impliedly 
defined ; because, without such construction, 
Language would, in great part, be no better than 
a mere jargon. 

For the purpose of distinguishing, and reasoning 
upon. Any Action that comprehends the Whole 
Triplicate Structure in question, I have called 
this Kind by the Name of Out-and-out Actions. 
But I shall have no objection if any one, who 
may in future treat the Subject, should adopt some 
other denomination ; provided it be not one which 
will involve him in a tissue of absurdity, when it is 
too late to retract. 
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U can hardly be necessary to observe^ tbat 
Every Begintdng and Every Terminating Action 
must be Logically and Grammatically depend- 
ent upon the Middle or Continuing Action 
to vvhich it is attached. Accordingly, thelefore^ 
Every Verb that expresses £ither a Beginning or a 
Terminating Action is a Dependent or Minor 
Verb. It will be shewn, immediately, that our 
Most Ordinary So-called Prepositions are the 
Verbs which express, or signify, these B^inning 
and Terminating Actions. 

For the purpose of illustrating this by a leading 
example, I shall employ one which has been made 
use of, successively, by Mr. Harris and Mr. 
Tooke, and which is as well adapted to the pro^ 
posed end as any that could be given. — It is the 
following — namely, 

** Figs come from Turkey to England." 

Now in this example, it is manifest, that the Ac- 
tion of COMING is, in a Logical and Grammatical 
Sense, the Principal. And the So-called Pie* 
positions — From and To — I affirm to be the 
Verbals — beginning and Jinishing ; which, from 
their interposed situation, become herein Verbs. 

The true Logical and Grammatical analysis 
of this Sentence, therefore, I affirm to be, — ^Figs 
come, Turkey beginning The Coming,. — ^The Com* 
iug fnisking or ending England. ' 

With regard to this exposition, I now remark,that, 

in it I do not contradict, or deviate from, the Etymo* 

logy or Derivation of the Words — ^To and From — 

furnished by Mr. Tooke himself; any farther than 

to ajffinn that whvil Vie as.^eA% \» Vjfe ^<t~AK.l&E 
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AOENT-NouNs — A Beginning and An Ending 
**-and assumes that they are Nouns while they serve 
in a Sentence in the Office of Prepositions ; I, on 
the contrary, affirm to be VERBALS, necessarily 
CONVERTED INTO Yerbs iu Everjf instance in which 
they serve as PrepositionSy inasmuch as^ in this Office^ 
they must be inter-posed between a Nominative and 
an Objective Noun. I propose to shew, distinctly, 
farther on, by what Cause Mr. Tooke was led into 
the mistake of assuming the Two Words in 
question to be MERE-AGENT Nouns, instead of 
VERBALS— i. e. NAMES OF ACTIONS. 

I here explain, that the reason of my se« 
lecting, for a leading example of the Subject, 
that one which is furnished above, is, that the 
Prepositions — From and To — ^importing begin- 
ning and FINISHING-— are the Primary or Ab- 
solute Names of the Two Extreme Actions of 
Every Out-and-out Action. But now it is to 
be suggested, as being a ground of Other Ordi* 
nary Prepositions, that Any Beginning, or Any 
Terminating Action may, besides its Absolute 
Character, possess a Variety of Relative 
Characters or OiBSces ; in doing which, it must be 
signified by an Appropriate Relative Name. 
Thus, for example, if instead of saying ** Figs 
^* COME to England,'* we say Figs ** come by Sea;" 
^*^in this case, we observe, the Jinishing or ending 
of the Action of coming does not preserve its 
Absolute Name of finishing or ending / which, if 
it did, would be signified by the Word " to f 
foot it takes the Relative Name of touching i 
which, t a£irm, is herein sigui&ed b^ V>\^'^w^ 
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• 

'' byJ" And thus^ the trae import of the Sentence 
— ** Figs COME by Sea," — is Figs come touching Sea. 

Now upon this Principle (of the signifying of 
the terminating^ or the beginning Action, of Any 
Out-and-out Action, Not by its Primary or Ab- 
solute Name, but by a Secondary and Rela-* 
TiVE Name^) I affirm it is that All our Ordinary 
So-called Prepositions, such as In, With,^ By, 
On^ Over, Under, &c. &c. &c. &c. are found-* 
ed. And, when the time comes for the illustration 
and proof of this by Etymological evidence, I 
propose to shew, in the case of a Number of the 
most usual and important of these Words, that they 
have at one time actually existed in our Language, 
in the Form of Verbals, and in the Actual 
Office of Verbs. 

In contemplating the operation of the Principle 
thus laid down, however, it is to be taken in, as an 
additional and dependent consideration, that many 
of the Minor Verbs or So-called Prepositions of 
this Class are not to be understood in a strict 
OR LITERAL SENSE, as signifying the beginning, of 
the terminating Action, of Any Out-and-out Ac- 
tion : but they are to be understood in an analogic 
caif or a Jigurativet or even a feigned^ sense ; for 
which device and interpretation there is an indu- 
bitable rational ground. Thus, in the Example 
already furnished — namdy — the coming by (i. e» 
COMING touching) Sea — the touching is an Action 
that in strictness is Not the terminating of the 
Principal Action of coming ; because No Action 
can literally terminate the coming, ex(xpt the 
Action of ending or ^nishing • W io^^o^^^^^asSat^ 
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that the Action of touching is signified, herein, onl j 
in a fignrative, and even a feigned sense, to stand 
Relatively in the stead of the Action oijinishing ; 
which last, if expressed, would be signified by the 
Preposition — <o, — that is — ending or finishing. 
. It does not follow from what is now asserted, 
that we are to found Any So-called Preposition 
thus analogically, figuratively, or feignedly, npon 
either the beginning or the terminating Action of 
Any Out-and-out Action, in^any case except those 
that appear to demand, or admit of, such device ; 
the selection, or discrimination, of which cases must 
depend upon an exercise of our Judgment. Be* 
cause it has already been laid down, that the Solel 
Specific Difference or Difierential Circumstance 
between a Minor Verb and a Verb is, that a 
Minor Verb expresses Some Action that is 
Grammatically DEPENDENT upon Some Other 
Action : And, therefore, it is . Not Essential in 
tiie Nature of a Minor Verb that it should signify 
either a beginning or a terminating Action, taking 
these terms in their literal acceptation, by which 
they relate directly to the Principal Action 
itself upon which Every beginning and Every 
terminating Action depends, while they relate to 
Time collaterally. 

This appears to be the stage of analysis for my 
suggesting, that the Foundation of Prepositions 
(Le. Minor yerbs)expressive of Relations of Place, 
or Space, have No Logical Priority in Lan- 
guagCf or in the Nature of Things. It merely hap^ 
pens, that, (All the Objects of Language, including 
ourselres, being necessarily immevaed mXvme vcA 
Am/. % u 
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Space ; and we, coneequently, being continnallf 

and most seriously affected by the Situations and 

the Motions of Objects in Space ;) Mankind have^ 

from the beginning of their ei^istence, found it 

most useful and important to employ Words sig* 

nificant of these Relations. I may here add, that 

Uie Verb and the Noun are as Essentially found*- 

ed in Relations and Relativeness in Space, as 

can be said of Any Preposition: And I finally 

observe, that when Any Preposition signifies a 

Relation in Space it does so by its Special, 

iNDiYiDVAty ANp PECULIAR import; and doei 

not dp so by its Generic Nature or by thc 

Sole Virtue; of its Office as a Preposition. 

£very Preposition, indeed, presupposes the exist- 

^ce of Botu Time and Space ; but so, also, does 

Every Verb, and Every Noun, and £tery 

Adjective, and Every Adverb. And tbeiea* 

son of this is, that All the OnjEcrs of Lai»^ 

QUAGE are founded in Time and Space, as .henig 

the Necessary Theatre of their Existence and of 

Any Supposition which we can form concerning 

them. 

It is at the same time true, that PrepositioB* 
literally significant of Relations of Space am 
employed analogically, or figuratively, to expvess 
Moral and Intellectual Relations. And out of this 
device has grown a very extensive use, and atilityy 
of our Ordinary Prepositions. . 

Previously to the farther discussion of the Sub- 
ject, it appears requisite^ in order to ita due iUtts*. 
tration, that we should exaipine the views wJiidii 
lia ve been ^itertained V>^ Qit%»fta»t\a,x^^ 
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to the Triplicate Structure of Action. I proce^ 
therefore^ to this condideratioDy in the n^xt atiicle» 



SUBSECTION III. 

The Triplicate Siructure of Action not adverted to by 
Mr. Tooke^ or by Other Grammarians. Hence 
One Cause of their not having discerned the Real 
Ifaiure of Prepositions. 

It blicomes necessarjr, in oi'der to a complete' 
illustration and understanding of the StrdCtufe 6t 
Language, to shew here, that the Triplicate Strtlc-^ 
tare of Action ba«^ not been adverted to by dny 
Writer on Grate Mar. From iithich fact it Miii, 
in tb€$ first place, appear manifestly, (oter aftd 
above the grand defect of Grammarianflf' not hating 
taken up any thing like a right Concieptioii of the 
Gategory of Relatives and Relation,) that H trits 
iaopossible for any Grammarian to ground ffa^ 
Priacapal or Most Useful Class of Prepoeitidits 
upon its Real FoundatioB^ 

If there is any Writer in whose works we rnigtif 
expect, above every other^ to meet wifb some 
Botic^i or hint, concerning this matter ; it should, 
certainly, be Mr, Tooke. I shall, therefore, prineV 
paUy here examine, in what manner He hasf treiiC- 
ei this subject ; or, whether he has toade any 
approach to truth, conceming it. 

As preparatory to this, it is first reqirisite to 
obtervBy I by no means intend te assert that 
GrammariaDtf have overlooked altogether <fcte' 
Conmeaceimmi, the CoiitimMieioii, axi^L^Sto^^' 
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nnnation or End, of Actions in General. On the 
contrary, these Three Stages, of Almost Every 
Out-and-out Action, are vastly too obvious to re- 
mark, and too important in their consequences, 
to admit of their having escaped observation. 
What, then, (it may be asked,) do I assert ; since I 
have already affirmed something which, to a hasty 
or superficial reader, may appear very like a 
contradiction? I answer: There is no contra- 
diction in the case. But I have stated the sub- 
ject in this way, with a view to excite adequate 
attention to its nature, and to a very imjportant 
Logical Distinction which it involves. The fact 
is, that Grammarians have discerned the Three 
Stages of Action in One Sense ; but Not in 
Another : And they have discerned these Stages 
in that Sense which is unphilosophical, or in a 
great degree useless with respect to Grammar ; and 
have overlooked them m that Other Sense which 
alone forms the Foundation of the Principal Class, 
of Prepositions, already described. It is requisite, 
therefore, that I should here point out the Distinc- 
tion which in reality exists between Any Out-and- 
out Action as consisting of One Action divided 
into Three Stages — ^namely— ^a Commence* 
MENT, — a Continuation, — and an End ;— r-and, 
as consisting of a Triplicate Structure arforfih 
in^ Three Distinct Actions — ^namely— an Act 
OP BEGINNING,— an AcT OP CONTINUING, — and 
an Act op ending. 

That the consequences, both to Logic imd to 
Gmnmmf of laying down^ and reasoning from, 
tbia i>J8tinction must V)e ^et^ ^su\^ti3K^ S& % 
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troth i9i*hich cannot fail to be manifest to every in- 
telligent person who reflects but for a • moment 
upon the Subject. And the overlooking of it, 
hitherto, affords one, among a number of very 
renaarkable examples, of Philosophical First Truths 
having been discerned in One Sense or Aspect, and 
Not in Another : The consequence of which has 
been the introduction of vast fallacy and confusion 
into Human Speculation. I proceed, therefore, to 
shew, that the matter in question has been alto- 
gether overlooked by Mr. Tooke — the most lu- 
minous Grammarian of latter times; and, that 
the most profound darkness has at all times 
reigned with regard to it. 

First, with this view, I observe, as a negative 
evidence of the fact, that Mr. Tooke no where 
mentions the Three Actions of Any Out-and- 
out Action. 

Secondly, On the other hand, as a positive 
evidence of the matter, he employs himself in ad- 
verting to and discussing the nature of Action as 
consisting of Three Stages ; and in reasoning 
from this Principle. In order to put this in evi- 
dence, it is necessary to quote this Writer in the 
following passage. In his First Volume^ (pages 347, 
8,) he makes his fellow Dialogist express himself 
thus: 

'' If then you are right in your explanation of 
'^ From ; (and I will not deny that appearances 
'^ are hitherto in your favor ;) smce ¥iioii xsL^vsiSe^ 
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^ Commencement or Beginmng^ To must meu 
'' End or Terminaiion.^--*And since we have as 
'' frequently occasion to mention the termination, 
** as we have to mention the commencement of 
** motion or time, no doubt it was as likelj that 
'* the word End should become a Particle or 
<^ Preposition, as the word which signified Begith 
•* mngJ' 

Now the fact that the beginning of Motion 
(which is a Species of Action) is expressed by 
a Noun — namely — " Commencement ;*'-^ and 
the ending of it is expressed also by a Noun-^ 
namely — " End or Termination/'— as is the 
case in the passage above quoted, is a decisive 
evidence that theDialogist — B, — (who is indisput- 
ably in accordance with Mr. Tooke on this headj 
viewed Action as consisting of a Beginnings a Con^ 
tinuation, and an End^ in the Same Sense that we 
talk of a Stick, or a Post-road, as having diese 
Three Noteable Parts. And the sequel of the 
passage confirms what goes before it: for, we 
observe, he talks of ^* the terminarioif'' and 
*' THE commenceuEUT ;" — and not of termirtatino 
and comfnenciKQt — of Motion,^ or Action, as 
ought to have been the case if he had viewed 
Action as being of a Triplicate Structure. 

Mr. Tooke has other expressions which farther 
confirm this statement ; although I deem it quite 
unnecessary to quote them, at length, for the sake 
of obtaining their evidence to the fact. And I 
suppose there can remain no question, buA he 
viewed the Beginning and the Terminatioiiy of 
Mvery Out-aad-out XoiasaXy *m i^^ ^uena iSmm; 
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in which we view the One End of a Staff and 
the Other End of it. 

I conceive we are now brought to a clear dis- 
cernment of the Cause Why Mn Tooke, under 
his views with regard to the Structure of Action, 
(altogether beside the influence of his Etymological 
views,) was led to conclude that the Prepositions 
— From and to — are NOUNS, importing Com- 
mencement and Termination; instead of 
discerning that they must be VBRBS, as bein^ 
significant of the ACTIONS of begmNliiQ and 
terminifllNG. And hereupon I shall first proceed 
to shew how he has applied his Theory, or A»- 
somption, in the interpretation of Language : And 
shall afterwards explain, that his Derivation of the 
Word — From — is, in substance, contradicted by 
Dr. Murray ; who, on the* other hand^ in effect, 
bears out the Etymology or Grammatical impoft 
which I have ascribed to this Preposition. 

In his First Volume, page 34*, Mn Tooke says, 
'^ From means Beginning, and nothing else. It 
*^ ift simply the Anglo-Saxon and Gothic Noun 
*^ From, Beginning, Origin, Source, Fountain^ Au- 
** tkor:' 
Again, in page 345, be says, 
** The Larum rang beginning M ombg ;"^ 
'^ u e. Morning being the time of its begin* 
** NiNG to rii^/' 
This, also, he explains, just before, upcnithe 
assumption that ^* From relates to every thing to 
" which a Beginning relates, and to nothing^ else^ 
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** and, therefore, is referable to Time as wdi) as 
" motion." 

Farther back, he says, 
" Figs come — beginning Turkey ;" 

that is, 
" Turkey the Place of beginning to come.'' 

Now I affirm, that, in the Construction which 
Mr. Tooke has put upon each of these several 
examples, he has been misled by the joint influence 
of his darkness with regard to the Category of 
Relation, — ^his misconception of the Real Struc- 
ture of Action, — and his imperfect knowledge of 
the Dialects upon which he has built his Etymolo* 
gical Assumptions, — to ascribe a wrong Gram- 
matical Character to the Word From^ and a 

' wrong Logical import tp the Sentences which 
contain it : Although, at the same time, I all along 
admit that From means beginning; i. e. the 
Word beginning, considered as a Verbal and 
convertible into a Verb. 

. In order to illustrate this objection ; I observe, 
in the First place, that it is the constant practice 
of Mankind to express. Not only Men^ or Persons^ 
but equally Inanimate Things, — and Times, — 
and Places, — and even Passions or Thoughts, — 
as being the AGENTS of Actions. Thus the 
Historian, in his appropriate phraseology, tells us 
that *' England Ae^^/j the War;" Or, "France 

^ ^^ ended the Negociation." We say, " Youth ie- 
*;* gins our Hopes :"and " Age ends the Delusion." 
— And/m this way, Every Object in Nature is occa- 

sionally and daily petBom^eA, a.^ >aett\% k.fi\.^\%S& 
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the Great Theatre of the World. Now upon thid 
Principle I affirm it is, that the Sentences, furnished 
as examples by Mr. Tooke, must be construed^ : 
For, (beside the Necessary Principles which rigOroM^ 
ly demonstrate that Every Preposition must be u 
Verb,) nothing can be more natural than^this 
mode of interpretation. 

. Thus, in the case of " Figs coming ;" we might, 
with the greatest fitness, say, either Antonio — THfi 
Merchant — begin-ing the Coming, or Turkey 
begin^ng the Coming : And thus, 1 conclude, the 
Analysis of the Sentence must run as follows ; a9 
I have already once before suggested : 

" Figs COME from Turkey to Bngland ;" 

• 

^ u e. Figs COME, — ^Turkey beginning the Coming, 

~The Coming ending England. 

. In offering this exposition of the'matter, I muat 

request of my readers, (as Mr. Tooke, in a similar 

case, has done before me,) not to suffer the novelty, 

or strangeness of appearance, to operate against 

the reason of the thing. And, indeed, I may 

safely assert that the appearance of it, while it is 

strictly founded in reason, is far less strange than 

. is * exhibited in very many of the Etymological 

Expositions of our best Philologists. This cau«- 

tion, perhaps, is more than was necessary: but 

I trust, at least, ths^t it must prove effectual,^ 

and fully sufficient. 

. {t i;nay not be supei-fluous, here^ to remind the rea- 

der^ that, in the Construction of the Sentence which 

is now offered, the Principle of the Alterna*- 

TioN ofaVerb in A SfiNTENCfc opetale8^?«v^\ssxx%V 
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be fotlDWed in the ihteipretatioii of it ; aft it miuit 
also, in Every Other Sentence, in AH Language^ 
that happens to be Suffideraly Complex to admit of 
this Law. For the Principle of Alternatiov 
is the Greatest Principle in the Whole Strac- 
tare of Language; and, as I have already said, 
it forms, as it were, the Axis upon which the 
Entire Fabric revolves. I may, perhaps, put it 
here again in the recollection of the reader, that 
this Frindple gives to the Structure of Language 
a Specific Difference, by which it deviates, in 
a very remarkable manner, from The Generic 
Structure of an Architectural Bridge ;— 
which specialty consists in the fact, that Evert 
Arch in a Complex Bridge of Language most 
4S(erve, altematefy^ as an Ancn and as a Pier; 
whereas, the Arches of an Ordinary Bridge, (Anjr 
More than the Piers,) eon never change their NamCf 
or Character. 

1 next proceed to shew, that there is a palpable 
absurdity in Mr. Tooke's exposition of the exam- 
ples in question, even upon his own shewing ; and 
ilttch a one as would coti^Ietely explode his 
Theory, although no other could be offered in its 
t$tead« We have seen that he says, 

** Figs come, beginning Turkey ; that is Tur- 
»" key the Place of beginning to come." 

and, 

*f The Laram rang beginning morning, l e. 
^^ Morning being the Time of its beginning to 
"rfng/' 

The criticisms which I shall here offer upon the 
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First of these examples, will apply also to the &«; 
cond and to Every Other such case. 

And, certainly, it is to be admitted, in the first 
place, that Turkbt is the Place where jtfai^ 
coMiNO of the Figs begins. But, for this very re^: 
son, the Word — ^* from" — cannot possibly mean this 
Plage; because Turkey is the Name of thift 
Place, and this Name is here expressly pvt 
FOR this Place ; and, hence, the Word — " from"-—' 
must necessarily mean Something Elsb, ami 
Not this Place. 

Ck>llaterally with this, I observe, that, when tho 
assumed Author, or Source, of any coniing, 
happens to be Itself a Fi^ce, (and Mr. Tooke 
asserts that *^ From" means '* Author," or 
'^ Source,") it must, then, be a manifest exhibitioii 
of Jargon to talk of the Pl^ce of the Sourcb; 
because, in the assumed case, the Place IS thji^. 
Source. 

As a still farther considetatioB, I remark, that 
even the absurd mention of the P^jlcs under the 
Two Different Narnes^ of Turkey and of Source 
OR Place, is not sttfficient to make out Mr. Tooke's 
exposition : but he is obliged to extend the Speech-, 
by introducing Another Prepositiom^ — ^* Tur* 
<' key the Place OP beginning to eome." And 
here we are to take notice, that, according to ISliu 
Tooke, the Word OF is a Noun, as well as the 
word From ; — and, in point of fact, he asserts that 
it means the Very^ Same Thing as the Word From—* 
namely — Author, or Source : And thus, we 
have '^ Turkey" for One Source ; and From 
$Mnd Op for Two Other Sources; and all these 
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Three Names expressed in order to signify tbe 
Source of Figs coming. « 

Here I must not be understood as intending ii> 
deny> that Several Prepositions may, logically^ 
succeed each other in a connected Series : I hav< 
already shewn, that this is a very frequent case-^ 
But, along with this it must always be taken, that, 
a Series ^Prepositions is a Series of Alter* 
nate; Verbs. As for a Series of connected^ 
Nouns, (unless they form One Continued Noun^ 
as being All explanatory of One Same IdenticaL 
Thing,) put as pretending to form, or even to be 
employed in, Any Speech, or Sentence ; it is aK^ 
absurdity so thick, and palpable in its aspect, thatL 
Logic, — Philosophy, — Common Sense, ~niust 
equally wash their hands of it. Now, assuredly/ 
Mr« Tooke, or any Grammarian for him, would 
not for a moment pretend that the Threr Dis^ 
tinct Names or Words — " Turkey" — " Place'* 
-^and *' Of" — are all requisite for the mere pur- 
pose of signifying that Turkey is the Source q€ 
Figs coming. 

I trust that the bare statement of the foregoing 
copsiderations is much more than sufficient tOt 
explode, the exposition of the Word — '* From,"— 
^(is given by Mr. Tooke : but I will now conclude 
the argument by citing the account of this Word 
which has been given by Dr. Murray ; in which, 
it will be seen that he, in effect, offers a De* 
rivation of it that agrees with the view of the 
Subject which I have here deduced from Ne» 
cessary Principles. At the same time^howeveri 

• 
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[ give notice, that this is not the part of my ivork 
wherein I propose to enter appropriately npon 
Etymological Ground : but I merely indulge this 
incidental citation, owing to the importance of its 
bearing upon Mr. Tooke's example, now under . 
discussion. 

" In Teutonic, Fragm or Fram me^ns originate 
" ingf runnings proceeding. Frogma, which is the 
*^ derivative of Frag, run, through the medium of 
*^ the preterite, is in use for a root, or beginning. 
" The reader must here recollect that to begin is 
'* itself from bi, upon, and gan, to go ; bigin 
■^ and Bi-GANG, to set a going." 

"Hist, of the Eur. hxsG.Vol. %page 24." 

Here, then, we have the full Etymological His- 
tory of the Word — From. — And here it is express- 
ly evident, that, although this Word naturally 
came to be in use for " A Root 9'' or Begin* 
" ning ;" (in which use it is, certainly, an Agent- 
Noun^ as 'Mr. Tooke asserts it is, and Not a 
Verbal Noun) yet, it was in its origin a Ver- 
bal, as I affirm it was. Dr. Murray begins his 
account by saying, that From means the Parti- 
ciples ** originating, bunking, proceeding." 
Now these are all Verbals ; which want nothing 
but inter-position between Two Other Words (ope- 
rating at the moment as Nouns) to convert them 
into Verbs: Whereas the Agent-Nouu — "An 
^* Origin," " A Source," or ** An Author," — 
(which is Mr. Tooke's assumption of the matter,) 
CANNOT IN Any Situation be concerted into a 
Verb. 

Jo fine; It is conclusive, here, that the Word 
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Fbom, according tb the Deriyation given of it hf 
Dr. Mairay, is the Progressive or So-called ParH^ 
pial Form of the Verb to beoin, as I confidently 
affirm it b. 

^ To this amoant of evidence I shM only add, 
that the assumption of Any Preposition's being a 
Mere AoENT-Noun, — (by which I mean Any 
Noun that is Not the Name of Some Action; 
and therefore is not in any case convertible ittto 
a Verb,) — is an absurdity of the grossest kind in 
Language, and is' precisely analogous to asserting 
that a BANK OB SUPP0BTIN6 PBINGIFLE is 
One Same Logical Object, or Subject, 
BRIDGE OB CONNECTING PBINCIPLE. 



Although the citation of Tooke's views^ with ' 
regard to the Structure of Action, might alone 
be sufficient for the purpose here intended; 
yet, it would not be doing strict juslice to the 
Subject, were I to conclude it without at aU ad* 

■ 

Terting to what has been laid down on thia head 
by Mr. Harris ; because it will be seen that his 
account involves the views of the Ancient Gfam^ 
marians, with regard to it. For this porpoae^ 
therefore, I quote the following passage firdm Ua 
Hermes. 

In Chap. 4, Book 2d, (which I believe is the on* 
ly place wherein he approaches the subject at all,) 
he says, '^ Among the various Relations of Siib^ 
^' stantives denoted by Prepositions, there appear 
" to be two principal ones ; and these, are^ the 
^ Term or Point wVikVi ^otf^Vyvnik^ ccMMMWiea 



4€ 
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^ FEoK» and the Term or Point which domething 
^ tends TO. These Relations the Greeks and 
*' Latins thought of so great importance^ as to dts« 
** tingnish them, when they occurred, by peculiar 
^* Terminations of their own^ which exprest their, 
^ force without the help of a Preposition. Now it 
'^ 18 here we behold the Rise of the ancient Geni- 
^' tive^ and Dative ; the Genitive being formed to 
^ express all Relations commencing From itself; 
*• The Dative, all Relations tending to itself. 
*' Of this there can be no stronger proof, than the 
Analysis of these Cases in the modem Lan<^ 
guagesi which we have tnentioned already." 
Now, this " Term or Point which something 
^ commences from ;" and this " Term or Point 
** which something tends to," as asserted by Mr. 
Harris and the Ancient Grammarians, are Two 
Points, either of Space or of Time, put by them 
instead of " the CojnmenceMEiit'' and *' the Ter» 
•• minarioiA^ of Any Action according to Mr. 
Tooke. And it is always to be admitted, that to 
fimrk, and to sigmfyj the Action that occupieiS 
Mch of these Points, under Some Aspect 
OR Another, is a matter of the first importance 
to Language ; insomuch, that, as I have already 
said, these Two Extremes of Every Out-and- 
out Action, (when they are duly viewed as 
being themselves Actions depending upon their 
Principal,) form the Objects re|()resented by 
what may be called the Two Fundamental 
Prepositions or Minor Verbs in Language — ^namely 
-^FROM and TO ; since these Two Words are the 
Abbolvte IVames of Any be^nikuvg vndL Ktv^ v^^- 
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mrnating Action, and a large Prop6rtion of All 
Other Minor Verbs may be said^ in One Sense 
OR Another, to be a Sort of beginning or ter- 
minating Actions, or, at least, may be figured as 
being such, in the Structure of any Sentence in 
which they appear. It is plain, therefore, that I 
entirely concur with Mr. Harris and his' Greek 
and Latin Authorities, in the importance of mark- 
ing and signifying Something that co-incidei? 
with the Points in question. And it only remains 
that I should here, first point out and clear up 
a serious error and confusion which are inter- 
woven with the view of Mr, Harris and the An* 
cient Grammarians, as above quoted: and then 
conclude, by offering a general observation with 
regard to the Cause of their not having discerned 
that Prepositions are Signs of Actions. 

In the First place, then, I observe, that " The 
" Point or Term which Some Thing," (i. e. Some 
Action) " Commences from," and " The Point^ 
" OR Term which Some Thing," (i. e. Some Ac- 
** tioti) tends to, never is^ and 72ever can be, the. Ob- 
" ject of Any Preposition :" Because the Object 
signified by Any Preposition {except only Any - 
Proposition that signifies a Relation between Some 
Two Parts of Space itself, or Time itself) 
must be a Relation (that is a Link of Connection) 
between Some Two Subjects that OCCUPY or 
MEASURE Some Portion, or Point, of Space, or 
Time. Thus, in the example given by both Tooke 
and Harris — namely— 
" The Larum RANo/rtww Morn till night,"-^- 
The jPrdpo^xYiw— '** from" — does not signify 
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(he Point of Tihb wbeb the singiog: be^n : Be- 
cause, agreeably to what I have alrei^dy laid dowii 
wtth regard to Mr. Tooke's e:$aiBpl6 of •* Hgs 
** coming,'' I affirm that it is the Noun — *^ Morn" 
— that signifies this Point of Time : Add the 
Preposition — ** From** — signifies the beginniffg of 
the binoing; which Action, of BEGiNNtNG, is 
co-EVAL OR co-iNciD]^NT with that Point of 
TiMiE CALLED *^ MoRN." And here, I observe, 
it is a self-evident truth, that Every Action be- 
tween Any Two Subjects in Time, oft in Space, 
knust be as Different a Thing from eithevi 
Time or Space, as a Man, or a Horse, is DiSereot 
from the Time, or the Space, which he occupies or 
measures. 

Now, the consequence of the important distinc- 
tion which I have here last pointed out, is, that, 
"vrheDever we desire to signify in One Same Speech 
<>r Sentence Both a BEGINNING ACTION 
AND the PI4ACE, or TIME, of its beginning ; if we 
•wish to do this in the strictest and simplest manner, 
-lire must consider the Place, or Time, as being 
^n Agent,— that is as being the Beginner. The 
-Mode of efiectrng this purpose, in the case of 
SiPACE^ OR Place, I have already shewn, m the 
exposition which I ofTered of the Sentence — *^ Figs 
*• COME from Turkey to England/' And the 
Mode of effecting the same in the case of Time 
OR Season, I conceive to be the following — name- 
ly — Wlien it is said, 

** The Larum rang/zow Morn //// Night:" 

This means, 

Anal. ^ '^ 
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The Laram rang, Mom bediming the Rino^ 
iNG, The Ringing endir^ or finishing Night. 

This proceeding is founded in Necessity : Be^ 
cause Every Beginning and Every Ending Action are 
related to their Principal Action DIRECTLY; 
so that the Whole Three Actions^ of Any Out-and- 
out Action, form a Logical Chain of Three Linksy 
extended onward as itAvere in a Right Line : Where- 
as, this Whole Chain ^ and Every One of its Links y 
relate to Space, or to Time, ONLY COLI4ALTE- 
RALLY ; since this Chain of Action exists side bit 
SIDE with the Parts, or Points, of the Space^ and 
the Time^ which it measures, as any Ordinary 
Chain lies measuring the ground, or any other 
such thing. 

Hence it follows, that, if we desire to mark 
or signify Both the ringing of a Larum and the 
Time when it begins to ring, we must do this by 
One of Two Ways ; That is, we must either consi* 
der the Time (say the Morning) as being the 
LeadingAoENT OR Beginner of the ringing; and 
then we say, " Morn beginning the ringing :" Or 
else, we must express the Time by the introduc- 
tion of an Additional Phrase — thus, — ^The 
Larum began ringing AT Day-break. In like 
manner, in the c^se of ^ finishing Action, we say 
** the Battle continued the Whole Day ; — Night 
" ending the fighting :" Which is of the same 
import as " the fighting ending AT Night." 

In fine, therefore, I observe, that the Object of 

certain Prepositions assumed by Mr. Harris and 

the Ancient Grammarians — namely — a Point or 

Term where Any TWvn^ co\MCi^w«;% itwa^ ^\ 
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leads to — (whether this be meant of Space, or of 
Time) is still more unreal than that as- 
sumed by Mr. Tooke : Because the latter at least 
supposed THESE Prepositions to have, for their 
Object, a THING IN Space, or Time, — namely-r- 
The COMMENCEMENT, or The Termination of 
Motion or Action ; and Not a Point of Space, 
or of Time, itself ; althoiigh he did not discern that 
the Words — Commencement and Termination, when 
they regard Motion or Action, — are Nothing but 
Abstract Names employed for commenci'SQ and 
fermiiiotiNG ; both which last are the Real Con- 
crete Names of Actions, and therefore are 
Verbals, convertible into Verbs. 

Of course, I do not here advert to Mr. Tooke's 
Oeneral doctrine of the Use of Prepositions; 
vrhich asserts that these Words are employed to 
^ave a multiplicity of Complex Terms in Language. 

It remains, then, that I should advert, (as I pro- 
posed,) to the Cause Why the Grammarians, who 
liave treated the Subject prior to the Speculations 
of Mr. Tooke, did not discern that Prepositions 
are Signs of Actions. And, in what has been ad- 
vanced, it is conclusively evident that the reason 
of the oversight has been of a two-fold nature — 
namely — First, their not having viewed Actions, 
in general, as consisting each of Three Concatenated 
Actions ; — and, — Secondly, — ^Their never having 
discerned that An Action is a Logical Link 
(i. e. a Relation) between Some Two Subjects, 
and is Not an " Attribute" of Any One 

• 

" Subject or Nominative^ 
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Having thus animadverted upon the 
Views of the Philologer of Parley and of the Ad-' 
thor of Hermes, respectively, with regard to the= 
Nature of Prepositiohs ; including also the refe^^ 
rence which the last mentioned Writer haa ttiade tcr 
the Greek and Latin Grammarians ; I shall now 
drop this consideration^ and proceed, in the next 
artiele, with the sequel of the anialysis. 

The only observation which I shall add, in this^ 
placd, is to remind my readers, that, although thee' 
greater part of this Subsection appears to be takeik 
np in demonstrating the Nature of On-lt Two^ 
So-called Prepositions — ^namely — ^To andFwoM — 9 
yet, the Nature of these Two Minor Verbs involvesV 
in fact, the Basis of what may, in one sense or 
another, be considered as a great part of the 
Whole Denomination of Minor Verbs ; and con->» 
tains, at least, the Basis of All the Most Useful 
AND REQUISITE of these Verbs. 



SUBSECTION IV. 

1. Continuation of the Analysis of So-caTled Preposi^ 
tionsj as founded in Necessary Principles. — 2. Re^ 
marks on the View of Prepositions entertained by 
i)r. Murray. 

From the whole of what has been advanced itt 

the foregoing pages, in demonstrating that Part of 

Sp^eh heretofore called Prepositions, it. is plaim 

that the following statement comprises theGeoi^ 

ral Laws of their TSalvMe. 
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First. The Sole Differential Circum- 
stance which constitutes a So-called Preposi- 
tion OR Minor Verb, as distinguished specifi*^ 
Cally from Any Other Verb, is the MERE 
CIRCUMSTANCE OF DEPENDENCE: The 
various maaner of expressing which has already 
been described. 

Secondly. But, owing to the Triplicate 
Structure of Actions in general; and, to the continual 
occurrence and importance of Actions between All 
the Objects, or Subjects, in the World around us; 
it HAPPENS, that the Most Useful or Requisite 
Glass or Tribe of Minor Verbs we have, is that 
Sort which signifies (either by an Absolute Name or 
^ Relative Name) the Beginning and the Termi-^ 
KAf iNG Acts of Out-and^ut Actions. 

TTitis, for example^ we may say either, " He 
*• GOES to London," that is " He goes ending 
** London ;" Or, " He goes by the Coach ;" that 
is '^ He goes touching the Coach :" In which case 
we observe, that, in the First of tliese examples, 
the Action of ending is signified by its Primary and 
Absolute Name ; whereas, in the Second^ the Actiot^ 
(tf ending is signified by only a Relative Name — that 
is by the Word " touching J* And here, if instead 
of either of these expressions, we had said, *\iit 
'* GOES with Despatches ;** this would have meant 
— '* He GOES tying Despatches ;" which Word — 
** f^Vig-"— is only Another Relative Name for ^e 
Action of ending. 

Thirdly. Although it is true, in logical 
strictness, that those Most Requisite Minor Verbs 
which signify JBeginning and Tevm\ti2iL\\x\% tis^wi^i 
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(whether it be by their Absolute or by their Relative 
Names,) amount only to a very Limited Number, 
and, in fact, form but a small proportion of All the 
Minor Verbs in Language; yet, in the Ordinary 
and Natural Structure of Speech, there appears 
a Logical Ground for viewing a Very Large 
Proportion of All the Other Minor Verbs in 
Language, as being, either in a figurative sen^e, or 
at least in the Place which they occupyt in a 
Sentence^ significant of Beginning or Terminating 
Actions. 

Thus, for example, If we say, " He stood 
*^ supporting Her f ' In this case, we observe, that 
the Minor Verb — " supporting ;" although it ex- 
presses an Action which, from its beginning to its 
end, must have been contemporaneous with, and 
certainly was in No Sense endings the Action of 
STANDING ; appears, in this Sentence, to terminate 
the Action of Standing ; and is, indeed, over 
and above its Syntactical Appearance, the Moral 
End of '' His standing." Along with this con- 
sideration, however, it is always to be remembered^ 
that it is the CIRCUMSTANCE OF DEPENDENCE; 
and NOT necessarily the Circumstance of beings in 
Any Sense, either a Beginning or ^z Terminat- 
ing Action: that ESSENTIALLY constitutes a 
MINOR VERB, as distinguished from a VERB. 

Having laid down these Grammatical Laws of the 

Part of Speech now under discussion, as deduced 

by reasoning from Necessary Truths; and to be 

yet collaterally evidence upon Distinct Appropriate 

JS/ymological Ground ; \ ^\\^\> m ^^ \>\^^ut 
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Subsection, conclade the Rational Analysis 
of this Element of Language, by stating such Sub- 
ordinate Principles and Illustrations as appear to 
be requisite in this part of my work. 

First, therefore, I observe, that, according to 
the Laws of Minor Verbs thus delineated, it fol- 
lows, that Almost Every Name of Action in 
All Language may serve^ occasionally^ for a Minor 
Verb : Because Every Name of Action in Lan- 
guage, whatever, may serve as a Verb ; in order 
to do which, it is only necessary that Such Name 
be interposed heVNeen Any Two Other ^ Words^ serv- 
ing at that moment in the office of Syntactical 
Nouns: And Any Verb whatever must be 
either a VERB or a MINOR VERB, accordingly 
as it stands for the Sign of a Principal Action 
or of a Dependent One, viewed entirely in a 
Logical and Grammatical Sense. 

The Vast Field, as well as Number, of So- 
called Prepositions which this General Corollary 
presents to our view, will, doubtless, strike every 
reader who is embued in the existing doctrines of 
Grammar with great surprise. And much, indeed, 
does it militate against the noteable assertion of 
Mr. Tooke, (in page 299 of his First Volume^ 
** that of different languages, the least corrupt will 
*' have the fewest Prepositions : and, in the same 
^* language, the best Etymologist will acknowledge 
** the fewest." While at the same time, it puts an 
end to all the difficulties and differences of opinion 
which have hitherto subsisted between Gramma- 
rians, as to the Number of Prepositions that at^ 
Requisite in Language : For l\ie T!^\3^i&ie.^ cil ^o- 
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called PrepofiitiooEis in Lttngutige miiit be just the 
Nutnber of Actions which we erer signify aiB beii^;, 
in Any Sense. Grammatically Dependent upoa 
Any Principal Act. Here, then, I redeem the 
implied pledge, which was given in the Introduc- 
tory Chapter of this work, when I affirmed,^ in 
opposition to the views of Mr. Tooke, that the 
Most Perfect Language and the Most enlightened 
People, will have the Greatest Number of Pre- 
positions. The real truth of the matter is, that N^ 
Language, and No People, can exist without oct 
casionally expressing a Very Great Number and 
Variety of Minor or Dependent Verbs : Every One 
of which has as good a Title to the Name of 
Preposition, as Any So<-called Preposition in 
Any Tongue. 

It is plain that, in the View which Mr* Tooke 
has taken of the Subject, he has supposed Cor- 
ruption o¥ Form to be an Essential FEA'tuRE 
in the Character of a Preposition : Hence alone he 
could have supposed, that the Most Perfect Lao- 
^lage must have the fewest Prepositions: And 
.hence, alone, he could have imagined thai a CoR^ 
RVPTED Noun makes a Preposition, as. well as a 
Corrupted Verb. But, against this, in tibe first 
place, is to be objected the Participial Proposi- 
tions which Mr. Tooke himself has recognised in 
-our own Language : And, to this, (without search- 
ing farther at present,) may be added tiie remark- 
able Tribe of French Participial Prepositions— r 
nameiy — Devant, — Avant, —Durante — Pbk- 

DANT, — SuIVANT, — TOUCHANT^-^ MoVEK^AKX, 

Sec. — a Number, mo^l cfev\aI\\A^,si\SimtX\^ 
plode any supposUlouW\aVCo\J^\3L\^v^\o^\^^l^i^ce.v 
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iary Element in the Character of this Part of Speech* 
Besides this, moreover, it may be asked, Is it not 
a manifest and glaring inconi^istency, to suppose. 
First, that No Word can be a Preposition until 
it be corrupted or disguised; and, Skcondljff along 
with this, to affirm that Prepositions a^e Necessary 
to Language, and are employed therein to pr&oent 
Complex Terms from being too numerous: both 
which Principles, or Assumptions, together; have 
been asserted by Mr. Tooke. 

At this stage of the Subject, (for the credit of 
Philosophy or Human Understanding,) I humbly 
conceive there is' a manifest necessity for dropping, 
once and for ever, the NAME— PREPOSITION,— 
ixk Language ;-*a Name which, whensoever it 
may be mentioned, must exhibit a monument of 
that profound darkness under which the Inventors 
of this Name, and all succeeding Speakers and 
Teachers of Language, have deplorably labwed, 
if the Principles herein laid down be deemed 
founded in Necessary Truth. For it is certain 
that the Sign caUed a Preposition can be No 
More a Pafi-position, than it can be a Posx^posi- 
tion: And it certainly can be Neither of these; 
that is to say, not even in its Place in a Phrase\ 
or Sentence ; because Every So-called Preposition 
can be the Sign in question in No Case or Situa- 
tion — escept only while it is supported at its 
Back by Some Noun or Word serving immedi- 
ately as its Nominative, as it is supported in 
ITS front by Some Noun or Word serving as its 
Accusative Cas£« 
I trust, therefore, that the Mouataowa ^ ^Vi\.Kcri 
A/fa/. ^ ^i 
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^ well fta Mogostrops Barbarismt which is implied 
in the PTaMe — Peeposition— is hereiti rendered 
sufficiently palpable and conspicuous, to cause its 
being discarded from the page of Philosophical 
Grammar, after so much use shall be made of the 
iwi^on of it as may be requisite for bringing 
aboqt a change of views : in doing which, we 
^anAot avoid mentioning the Sign in question 
under £ach of its Titles — namely — of Preposi* 
TioN and of Minor VeR3» — as I haye been 
obliged to do throughout. 



And here, although this is not the place for my 
centering into the Etymological Evidence of the 
Nature of Single or Particular Prepositions, I 
shalU (as being preparatory to the observations that 
ftref now immediately to follow) advert particularly 
to tliat valuable, or inestimable Army of Preposi- 
tions^ which has already been cited irom Mr. 
Tooke, arrayed in its Proper Participial Garb. 
These Words, we have seen, are the following, 
•. ** Touching,*'-^" Concerning,"—^* Reoabd- 
/* i»©,V— ** Respecting,^ — " Relating to,** — 
f* saving, excepting," — " according to,"^ — 
^ Granting,"— " Allowing," — " Consider- 
ing," '-^ «* Notwithstanding," -^ " Neioh^ 



it 



•* bouring«" 



The First observation to be made in this place, 
with regard to these Prepositions, is, to remark, 
that they are, all, not only Verbals, but they 
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are Verbals in the Pbebbnt or Progressive 
Form. 

Upon this fact, accordingly, I have now to 
point out, that it is not merely matter of acci- 
dent, or a Variety of Form which admits, in Any 
Case, of a change: On the contrary, it is a Nh- 
GESSARY Result of the Nature of Things ; and, 
especially, of Time — ^the Great Theatre of Speech 
and of Action, upon the Nature of which Ail 
Language is founded. I therefore here lay it 
down, as a Necessary Principle of Grammar; 
that is, as a Special Principle^ Subordinate to those 
General Principles of the Subject delineated in the 
beginning of this article; that Every So-called 
Preposition or Minor Verb must be in the Pro- 
gressive Form : And the following are the Ne- 
cessary Truths upon which this Law is founded. 

Every Verb, expressive of Any Dependent Ac- 
tion, must be expressed in the Present Time 0f 
that Action upon which it is Pepenqent ; because 
a Manifest Absurdity is involved in signifying 
Any DepiBudent Action in the Form of the Fu- 
ture, or the Past, whatever may be the Form in 
which the Principal Action is expressed. The 
Principle now laid down is self-evident, and only 
requires to be viewed in the Examples which ex- 
emplify it. Thus we say, with strict logical pro- 
priety. 

He SPEAKS regarding them. 

He SPOKE regarding them. 

He WILL SPEAK regarding them. 
But, upon the other hand, we should owVj v*-Vfc^ 
a gross absurdity if we were to sa^. 
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He SPEAKS regardEj} them, 
He SPOKE re^/ir^ED them, 

or, 
He WILL SPEAK regardED them. 

' For it is self-evident, that, \trhether He speaks; 
or whether He spoke ; or whether He shall, oe 
• WILL speak ; the Action q/* regarding, whichis 
here expressed as being Dependent upon the Ac- 
tion OF Speaking, must be in the Present Time 
of the Action of speaking. 



The Next consideration for notice, here, is one 
to which I have already adverted; but which 
requires being farther exemplified in this place. 
It is the Fact, that Minor Verbs are very fre- 
quently expressed in Series of Two^ or More^ 
together : All of them being Dependent u|(kon One 
Same Principal Verb. 

Thus, as Examples of Two Minor Verbs in a 
Series, we say. 

He CAME riding upon A Charger. 
He TALKED of repairing HiB House. 
He WENT about learning His Lesson. 

Again, a3 Examples of Three in a Series^ we 
say, 

He FELL in scrambling up the Hocks. 
He FAINTED in retreating over the Plain. 
He DiEBinfghting at The Head of His People. 
He GLORIED in thinking of His Achievements. 
He BLUSHED in aMtiding to "Hia ^^tH\e^'&* 
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He IMPROVED by :8erving under A Great General. 
He SUCCEEDED bydctiftg with His Companions. 
He suFFEREDyrom sleeping upon Wet Ground. 
He DIED from living upon Bad Provision. 

In each of these last examples, I have intrbda- 
ced a So-called Progressive Participle^ (to serve as a 
Preposition,) betweea Two of our Acknowledged but 
Mutilated and Disguised Prepositions, such as In, 
WITH, From, By, &c. And here I would ask 
of any person. If he can assign a reason, why any 
such Word as, scrambling^ — retreating j— fightings 
thinking^^^^Uudingf — servings — actings — &c. {when 
thus interposed or associated^ is not as much a Prepo- 
sition/as the Word — up, or over, or at, or iw, or 
tOf or Any Other such Word; between Two of 
WHICH, (the reader will observe,) each of the above 
mentioned Verbals is placed ? 

As for the assumption which has been set up 
by some wrriters, with regard to Two, or More, of 
our acknowledged Prepositions, which, fortunately, 
happen still to exist in our Language in thdr 
Proper So-called Participial Forms — ^namely-r-that 
they are to be considered as Prepositions de« 
cause the Verbs to which they once belonged are 
now lost; which assumption manifestly involves 
tb^ consequence, that No So-called Participial, 
belonging to Any Verb that still exists in oar 
Language, can b^ considered as a Preposition ; 
I hesitate not to affirm it is void of the smallest 
degree of logical pretension. In a Word, it is an 
assumption worthy, only, of going along with Mr. 
Tooke's assertion, that Prepositions are tkt 
OFFSPRING OF Corruption. 
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And here I would have any one, for a tnoment^ 
reflect upon this las: mentioned doctrine of Mr. 
Tooke. — Prepositions, that is Minor Verbs, 
(which have herein been demonstrated to be a 
Principal and a Necessary Element and 
Link in that Stnictnre or Fabric which is shewn 
to Form the Complex Bridge of Language,) ate 
the Product op Corruption ; insomach, that, if 
there had been such a Thing among Mankind as 
a Perfect Language, this Bridge could not have 
contained that Link or Element of Speech which 
Grammarians have known, and have been obliged 
to employ, under the Barbarous and Unmeaning 
Name of Preposition ! 

Without deeming it necessary to offer aiu^ber 
comment upon this doctrine ; I affirm, in direct 
opposition to it, that Every One of our known Or^ 
dinary Prepositions are Nothing but Mutilated 
and Disguised Verbals; — Verbals which havt 
BECOME Mutilated and Disguised m consequence of 
having been hacknied AS PREPOSITIONS, by 
which process of repetition and attrition they have 
been worn down to the last stumps from their ORIOt- 
NAL PREPOSITIONAL Size and Shape. Thus 
the Ordinary Prepositions— Up,-*-Over, — At,-— 
Of,^*-?Eo, — Under,— &C. — employed m the last 
tiring of Exan^ples, J affirm to be Verbals, lui^oviiy 
Jvo^-^Uppingy' — Overing or Toppings — Joining or 
Touchingj-^Ofspringingr-^^rigi -^On-meddering 
or One-fiedderingj Ac. % 

If I wished here to offer, in a single sentence, a 

JETrMOLOGY ITSEliP*^ 1 ^OfMk \iftc>»^ wi^ \» \fe- 



SBO. 2.] riant caUeJ.PREPOSITIONS. 348 

oiind my readers of the United SulfTragea of all 
our first-rate Etymologists, as to the fact that; 
in the Earliest Stages of Langaage, All Nouns 
WHATEVER wcre Verbals or Names of Actions ; and, 
consequently, they were all in a Shape or Form 
to be employed as Prepositions, without Any 
corrupting, or Mutilation : While the pro- 
cess of their Corruption, under the continual at- 
trition of their use AS PIlEPOSITIONS,--and as 
EVERY-DAY Prepositions of incessant occurrence 
or employment^ — is a consequence so natural^ and 
so certain to follow in such a case, that it caimot , 
leave a doubt as to the Reason Why the Word9 
in question are More Mutilated than Any Other 
Words* 

One fact is quite certaiti and indisputable—? 
namely — that, if these So-called Ordinary and 
Mutilated Prepositions be construed, or parsed^ a$ 
the Verbals last mentioned, they exhibit a mast 
perfect and rational sense^ and certainly explode Uie 
use of any Other Words which could be sub8tit> 
tuted for them, unless it were some Words of a 
similar import. 

In a Word, There can be no question, but the 
employment of Verbals, instead of All the Sof 
called Prepositions in our Language, would com- 
pletely do away with the use of these Mutilated and 
Disguised Expressions, 

, At the same time, it is proper to observe, I do 
not suppose it would be a perfection ; but, on the 
the contrary, a fault or defect in our Language^ to 
change the Form, or Expression^oCous Q^rdm^t^ 
So-called Prepositions from tlieir pte^ul^xsSS^aXfc^ 
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Shapes. I only conceive it to be requisite, that Every 
learner, and Every Speaker of our Language, 
should be taught to understand these Disguised 
Words as being All Verbals; and to know, that 
they serve as Minor or Dependent Verbs, in serv- 
ing as Prepositions. 



It inay be mentioned, here, among the Subordi- 
nate Considerations belonging to Minor or De-^ 
fining Verbs, that there appears, in point of fact, to 
be occasion for only a very small variety of them 
in signifying Beginning Actions. Thus, for 
example, While the variety of Modes of Tjb^rmi- 
kating Actions (as has been seen,) is, in the Strict- 
est Sense, very considerable; and is, perhaps, in 
One Sense or Another, almost as extensive as 
the Variety of Verbs in Language; we have 
only Some Such Changes or Relative Names 
for Beginning Actions as are contained in the 
follov?ing expressions: and even some of these 
are now^become only vulgar expressions, although 
they are^ undeniably. Pure Grammatical English. 

Thus, Instead of saying " I am coming;" — ^it 
is a usual expression to say, '^ I am a coming." 

Instead of ** He is working ;" it is said, ^' He 

*' is a WORKING." 

Instead of, ** They are going, or intending, to 
^^ ride;" it is said, and said with great propriety, 
especially in the Scottish Dialect, "They are for 
"riding;" — In like manner, they say, "He is 
^^Jbr Jm Dinner ;" that fe^ " He is for Dining,"^ 



r 

In a similar idiom it is said, '' He is tq^m cttiAl^ 
" RELiNQ.'' And, " He is about buildino.** »* 

By the way, it may not be superfluotis ' to 
remind the reader, once more, that, in the above 
Examples, or in Any Examples whatever of 
employing the Substantive Verb in signifying 
Any Adjective Act^ this Verb has Nothing to do 
with the Adjective Act : It n^rely signifies &e 
Existence (i. e. existing) of the Agent. Thus^ 
**:I am tf coming,"-^meatis, "I exist in space^I 
on-ing (one-ing) coming : In which instance, as in 
eyery, other, the Pronoun, (or -Nouni) which is th0 
Sign of the Grammatical Agent of the Adjective 
Action is, or ought to be, repeated to form the 
Nominative or Agent of that Action. . . . . ^ 

In the small variety of Names for Beginning 
Actions which thus appears, there is perhaps oOt 
one that is more logical, although at the same time 
none more vulgar, or debased, than the Phrases, 
"I am a coming;" — " I am a oorao.*' — ^Thus, 
when Children, or Servants, or Other dilatory 
Persons, are called upon to do any thing which 
they must commence forthwith, but which they 
have not yet begun, and proceed to do'with hesi- 
tation or reluctance ; the ordinary reply is, ** I am 
" a coming ;" — I am a going to do it. Now it 
is a^eed * among Etymologists, that a means on, 
and ON means One. Hence, the rear import of 
the Phrase, " I am « coming," i» — lam on 
~(pnn\ng)'-r(pne'ing)—the Act op coming, — 
that is {figuratively J and feignedly alsOj) I am mak- 
ing Myself One with the Act -of coming,— 
AnaL ^ ^ ^ * 
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lAAt^ ttiviMints lo fetgnfaig^ '* I am €otttiio ^U 
'^ Moment/^ 

f It is eqadlly wual, likewise^ to say, ** He ka 
^ »sRXK^4fr/— rHe is a hiding :}-*-He is d fk^rt* 
IHG-; eT€fn durifig the continuation of either of these 
Aetions : In i/?hiob cas^, it is plain, the expression 
k \eBB^gu/i^atit>ef or feigned; because the Agent is 
actually at the moitfent doing the Action althongh 
he csmnot be literally One with it. 
' The Idiom now under discussion brin^ to 
linnd, and remarkably juMifies, the assertion 6! 
Dr. Murray, that, " It is fortunate for this inquity 
<* that of ail illustrations, those drawn from old, 
^ common, or even vulgar English, are particn* 
'* larly suitable.*^ And ^' that the mysteries of Ian- 
^ guage in its ruder state, can be explained by the 
^ Words of our own tongue to better purpose thM^ 
^ by those of any other speech." 



> Along with these considerations it is to be ob- 
served, as a very Essential Principle, and one Which 
is necessary to be attended to iii order to prevent 
misapprehension of the Subject, that Ant Begin* 
NiNG and Any Terminating Action maybe 
signified as a Principal Action* Thus, When 
we say, 

'• He BEGAN by teaching Them the Principles of 
'^ Religion;" — ^the intention in this case is to express 
principally the Act, or Manner, of His begin- 
ning ; and to express only subordinately the Act 
teaching. 

Again, When we say^ 

" He ENDED with giving Them Good Advice;'**^ 
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the intention, here, is, evidantly, to draw our iiotiet 
PRIKCIFALLY to the Act Or Manner of his ^aj9u 
cluamg. ' ■ * 

It follows, manifestly, from this, that ?^hen ei- 
tiier a Beginning or a Terminating Action is sig- 
nified as being a Grammatically Principai. 
Act, the Verb which is its Sign may take Hthet 
the Present or the Past Form, like Any Oihtr 
Principal Verb. 

In fine. Having thus shewn the Bequisitehess, 
and thie Manner, of employing Minor Veribs in 
Series, of Two^ or More of them, depending upon 
One Same Msyor ; it remains to point out, more 
particularly than I have yet done, the Bequisitd- 
ness or Utility of Single Minor Verbs, in their 
Office of Defining Major Verbs. The Nature, 
and Extent, of this Requisiteness, indeed, may be 
pretty well gathered from all that has gone before : 
but I shall illustrate it, however, in this place, by 
famishing One, or Two examples of its operas 
tion. 

I have proposed in a former place to point but 
the fact, that Actions in general — that is Ma^ 
JOR Actions in general — '^ require" to be defined 
by Minor Verbs. The following exampleis, th^i, 
are to serve for a proof of this Principle: which 
proof every person may, without farther aid, apply 
to innumerable other Sorts of Action. 

If we say, — " He writes English ;" 
Or^ ** He writes a Book:" 

Each of these fixpressions, although it is a 
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certain Idiom of one s Language^ . is in ' realitgr ^ ah 
MLhiPTicAij Expression:, for it means, *'He writes 
** in English f — Or, ** He writes in a Book." 

At the same time we ,are to observe, that the 
4boTe .mentioned affirmations, concerning the Ac- 
Jtion of . lifting, amount Only . to a Very Small 
Part of the possible Variety of this Action, 
which we have almost a continual occasion, or 
necessity, to signify: And All the Remaining 
Special Modifications of this General Action must 
be signified by Other and Appropriate Minor 
Verbs or So-called Prepositiom^xvrhxch^ in such 
case, must serve the Necessary Office of 9£;fin- 
ING the Major,— that is the Act op writing^ 
-For I lay it down, as Necessary and A Primajbiy 
Principle in Language, deduced from strict 
^demonstration, that ACTIONS (iw general) MUST 
BE DEFINED BY NOUNS OF LESSER ACTIONS, 
in like manner . as AGENTS OR GENERAL 
NAMES must be defined either by the Name 
OP Some ]Quality or the Nami? op Some Ac- 
tion. 

Thus, for example, the Efficiency of Language 
to signify the General Action called writing 
.woaTd be.altogether inadequate to the wants of even 
Ihe most Ordinary or Unenlightened Nation, if we 
itould only say,— -" He writes English;'* — *^He 
f* writes a Book ;"-^" He writes Letters :" For we 
have continually occasion to . signify, such Sp^ial 
Modes as the following ; viz. 

" He WRITES to His Eriends?* 
•* He writes o/His Health,'* 
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"He WRITES about His Affairs.** 
•* He WRITES on Philosophy.** 
" He WROTE in Trouble.** 
** He WROTE against Irreligion,** 
" He WROTE with Sincerity.** 
** He WROTE beyond his Strength.* 
" He WROTE under Affliction.** 
" He WROTE from Principle,'* 
" He WROTE before Dinner." 
" He WROTE after Supper.** 
" He WROTE by Night." 
, ** He WROTE at All Hours." 

" He WROTE beside His family." 
" He WROTE over His Meat." 
** He WROTE through Life." 
. ". He WROTE between the Lines." 

** He WROTE over the Other Writing." 
^* He WROTE across the Pages.** 
" He WROTE round the Margin.*' . 
" He WROTE beneath The Text.'* 

It is plain that the existing or possible Ywveiy^ of 
ihese Special Modes of the General Action of 
WRITING, is much greater than is here exemplified. 
And I affirm, that Every One of the Prepositions 
in this String of Examples is a Disguised Verbal 
in ING,and is turned into a y^ESCR-r^thatis into 
a MINOR VERB — by.virtue of its being. inter- 
posed between the Verbal NauN :WRiTiNG<and 
a Noun . in the Objective Case : While its 
Office is to Define, or determine, the Spe- 
cialty of the GENERAL ACTION. 
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Sacb; (heh;^AND NOT ANY IHING LIKE 

^ TO SAVE, OR PAeVENT, A MtJLtiPLICITY OP 

" Complex Terii s in Language f—) do I affirm 
to be the USE, and the NECESSITY,---of Those 
Words, or that Part of Speech vhich has hither- 
to been, called Prepositions, unless VERBS 
are made to prevent such mnltiplicity. 



2. 



Having, in the foregoing part of this article, 
stated the Subordinate Consideration and Remarks 
which appeared to be requisite, in order to com- 
plete the Analysis of the General Nature of So- 
called Prepositions, as founded in the Necessary 
Principles and Structure of Language ;' altogether 
collateral to, and independent upon. Etymologi- 
cal Evidence, or authority ; which last, however, 
I have herein quoted and appealed to, in an ex- 
tent fully sufficient to satisfy any doubt that could 
faavd arisen with r^ard to it; I conceive it olust 
be impressive upon the judgment of a reader, thkt 
I Ishould contrast the result of the whole, with 
that View of the Nature and Use of Prepositions 
which has been taken up by the latest and (unless 
with one co-equal exception) by far the most it 
lustrious Etymologist whose labors have yet been 
given to the public. The several Views of this 
Part of Grammar which have been entertained by 
the Author of Hermes and by the Philologer op 
PuRLEY, respectively, have already been placed 
in a concise form before the reader. It remains 
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<mly, therefore, Jn order to c6mple(je Ihe, task I 
had proposed for the present part of my work, that 
I should here subjoin the estimate of the Subject 
which has been made by the ^^ Historian ot 

^* THR EUROF^EAN LANGUAGES." 

In the analysis which is now before the readei^ 
rt will be observed, that a NecessarV and Risci- 
PROCAL Dependence of the Noun, the Ybrb, and 
the Minor Verb or so-called Preposition, 
has been demonstrated, as forming the Essential 
Ptindples of that Chain of Signs called Grammar 
OR Language. This Necessity, moreover, is self- 
evidently founded upon a SimitaP Necessary and Re* 
ciprocal Dependence of Human Ideas upon Each 
Other concerning the Things of the Universe : 
Of which Ideas or Thoughts Language or Words 
are Nothing but a Type and Shadow ; possessing 
no meaning, or virtue, any farther than they ^^re 
construed, or considered, as the Shadows in ques^ 
tion. It is for every man to judge, by his own iiy^ 
tuitive faculty, whether, or not, his Ideas, and the 
Signs which are here demonstrated as represent* 
mg them in Grammar, are constructed in the man^ 
her herein asserted ; and, whether there can be any 
option, or latitude, for any People or Nation to 
institute iai Form or Structure of Language in 
violation of these Principles ; or, in any manner 
to deviate from them, without thereby incurring the 
just imputation of expressing themselves illogically 
and in a mere jargon, so far as any such deviation 
extends. 

Now, toward a solution of this Part of Grsun- 
mar, we bave seen, upon the one hand, Mr. Har- 
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nSf aiming indeed at Philosophy^ but unfoirta* 
nat^ly taking, for his Basis, that Assumed Structure 
of the Category of Relation which the Logicians 
had built to his hand^ failed in his purpose, through 
the utter insolidity of his Foundation : While, upon 
the othea*, MnTooke, laboring in the same darkness 
with regard to the Category above-mentioned ; and 
being, at the same time, as he himself very inge- 
nuonsly and laudably acknowledges, but partially 
enlightefned by Etymological research; has put forth 
a Visionary conceit of the Use of Prepositions, and 
has mistaken these Signs for Imperatives in 
order, to suit his conception with regard to this Use. 
We are now called to contemplate a Third 
Scheme of the Subject — namely — that view of it 
which is, at least with a great degree of probability, 
the result of tracing out, through the rough and pain* 
fulj*oad of Etymology, the Very Manner in which 
OUR Teutonic Forefathers actually thought and 
SPOKE. And the purpose for which I shall bring 
this Scheme forward^ is in order that the reader 
may judge, for himself, Whether those Tribes or 
Nations Spoke, or thought, philosophically ; 
pr-^ Whether their thinking and speaking can be 
considered as Models, for Logicians and Philoso- 
phers to form their Theories of Language upon ? 

In the Second Volume of the " History of the 
European Languages," jt^flfg'e 11, Dr. Murray has 
expressed himself as follows : 

" Having explained those original classes, I pro- 
" ceed to the easy task of enumerating the princi- 
" pal adverbs, prepositions, and conjunctions, in 
♦* the Teutonic dialects. The reader must recollect. 
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thatt sach words may be in all cases- and in 4lt 

the participial terminations. A few of them art 
^'iverbs in the imperative aikd subjunctive nioodfl^. 
** The rakltoal beihg kno wn» all is clear/' ' 

*' Ho verb has produced more of these iwordft 
** than Agv and its derivatives AtJK and E^D^.to 
^^join^ continue, begin, persevere* Thesd secoi^ 
^Mary series all rose from the original idea s of 
** motion. Undivided action is the primary; i^eniMif 
'^ that which is undivided is one y. to iinitej eii^ 
*' thing' with another is to' join ; to preaerie in.' ah 
*' undivided or united state is to continue ;> id>d0» 
H dnue action is to persevere. The place or ; [fort 
^'in which an object joins with another is its liani;^ 
*> its beginning or end ; for in ancient language the 
'^same word denoted either. In another very ebf 
^^dinary acceptation, continued and intermitted 
^' action are contrasted. Gontiniial is viewed ai 
*' close, incessant, unpausing, quick, speedy,^ mo- 
^^mentary. Applied to Time, this is csrikd imni 
*^ mediate; to place, strait ; t6 various actions, ii^ 
** multaneous. When applied to several places ^i 
^' tilings, it means together; to a surface plaiti or 
*' level, ieVen ; to the qualities of objects cbncoi* 
^' dant, similar, like ; to tlie agreement of a qmi^ 
^* tion with its answer^ union of sense/^ i i •! hi 

Now taking this entire passage of XNr. Marray^ 
as the Assumed Common OaouND iKhereon h^ 
has erected this supposed 0»e In DisoRiMiMAYBor 
HomogeneaL Mass, which he assert to compost 
the MATua£ of Adt£BBS^ the Na^re ob FitE- 
posLTioNli, and the^ATUR^OF CoNJUNcnoilSi;^ 
I waninl fiiky C^dU miy .ima^^ €Oftfaidd»Nof 
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Etemmite be more manifestly in violation of itlie 
First Principles of Reason ? I hardly need ask, 
Whether any man could, upon the surface of fhis 
Assumed Ground, discover the Distinct Points of 
Foundation, whereupon, under guidance of reason, 
must be erected those Purely and Vastly Dis- 
tinct Elements of Speech^ an Adverb, — a Prepo- 
•ITION,— <*and a Conjunction : Because it does 
ttet appear to me that, in the aspect of this surface, 
it is possible to^ discriminate any Points, or Posi- 
tions, from which Any Orderly Structure 
oould be erected. 

>. .Upon the other hand, however, the Confound- 
IH;o oi Adverbs f Prepositions^ and Conjunctions to- 
gether, is the manifestation of a darkness so de- 
plorable in the knowledge of Signs ; and, of course, 
of darkness with regard to the Structure of Human 
Ideas^ upon which these Verbal Signs are founded ; 
-^the assertion, for example, that ^' sitch words may 
be IN ALL Cases ; and in all the Participial 
Terminations ;** — ** a few of them Verbs in the 
Imperative and Subjunctive Moods;*') that, 
whatever degree of sanction Dr. Murray may have 
from the Teutonic Dialects, to warrant his asser- 
tion that our Early Forefathers thought and spoke 
in this manner, (and I here make no question that 
ba.wAS well warranted in what he has advanced,) 
it is altogether indisputable that the whole mass is 
ui exhibition of a barbarous jargon, which has not 
the smallest pretension to be followed, or approved. 
To insist upon this by means of any farther illus« 
trations^ after, the statement of analysis < which: has 
^one before^ would be a proceeding wholly andine^ 
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lessly redundant; I shall; therefore, in this piftee, 
only remark, that a Square, a Circle, and a Tbi« 
ANGi/E, are Sabjects Not Mare Z)Utincij or^ M^rii 
Nece^arUy and Eternally Distinct ^ in their 'Difibrent 
Natures; than are an Adverb, a Prepositioi^^ 
and a CoNJUMdTioN. And I confidently affirm; 
that it could not be a more irrational confoundinig 
of Logical Objects, for the Gedmeter to assume 
that A FEW Circles are triangles, thanit is for 
the Grammarian to assert that ** a few Preposi* 
TiONs ARE Imperatives." Nor could it be mbr^ 
monstrous to insist, that Triangles and Circles 
may be in All shapes; than it is to affiml that 
♦'Prepositions may be"(NGUNs)"inALLCASE8*'^ 
If the Ground and the Superstrudture which Df* 
Murray has, as one of the results of his meritarrous 
researches, cited from th6 Teutonic Nations, be 
esteemed as forming the Science of Languaoi^ 
or the True Theory op Signs ;^-then, that states 
ment which I have thus far presumed to b£fer, as an 
Analysis of the Subject, or as a Fabric of Demons 
strable Science resulting therefrom ; and which I 
confidently appreheiMl to possess the Very Same 
Sort of evidence and Necessity as the Deductions 
of Euler and the Conclusions of Eiiclid ; must be 
regarded as no better than Sick Dreams, or Visions 
of the Night But if what I have ventured to lay 
down, as forming the Structure of Language^ 
founded in the Principles of a Rational Logit!^ 
shall be admitted as valid ; in this case, the Phi- 
losopher WILL BE bound to recoguisc it, and to 
shake off the Etymological biases and fascinations 
which have misled him. 
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. m^ witaeqifimtdse cf't\fk itsilt mufllfbef immMiH 
ate V and the aeoeBeaty of it manifeHt The Subject^ 
firoai this time, must be divided into Two Di<dTi3icT 
I>BPAR*nAENts ; ^hich have hitherto been consi- 
dered as One and thb Samew The ProfessioH^ 
Province, and Labor, of the Philosophicaiij 
GsAMBiARiAft, and those of the IvDubtiYE !£»rt4 
MOLOGisT, mUst, henceforth, be recognised as beiag 
IB different from each ether, as that of the Mathi^^* 
nmtfcal Architect is irotn the Operative Hous^ 
buildeiv bi^ Shipwright, who works fiom a ppeea^ 
dwti thd Principles of which,, whether good or 
bad, heildceives vrith impliGit obedielice and vritb 
Tittle 6i^ mo understanding (if »^#9 txtru^^ffidal^M 
eithei^fltdr perfections or defects. 
' I b^ire one^ before observed^ that it w6ald be .a 
Tvolation of the Laws of Human Nature— a real 
miracle-^if our Teutonic Forefathers had been 
endowed; with a prescriptive knowledge of the 
iRational Principles of Language. The bane 
aupposition of the thing (and, of course, the seajrdi 
tifter the f Logical Principles of Language an^ng 
mny such Barbarous Tribes of men,) is at war 
with aU the History of Philosophy, or of the Hl^- 
ladaH Mind. The Human Speciei^, bX any sueb 
0ti^ of its advancement, must have tkoUght and 
^hen sooiETiMEs eatiomally, and soiiETiMBs 
n^KATroNALLY. To doubt this, were to think in 
the fsice of all our experience of mankind, from 
the merest savage, up to tlie most cultivated and 
intellectural of our race. .And if, from jeiny acci- 
desit, we have been led to Logical Principles of 
Speech ; Can it then be imagined, that Pliilosopby 
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will longer truckle to the ikbricalMiui of bftrbft- 
rism ; or take up with tl)e Jargon whidh ]iieces8ity 
and baste had wrenched from the bram of the ad- 
clothed savage ? * * 



fiut I am not here to part with so truly iilustri'^ 
ous a Linguist as Dr. Murray ; whose genius and 
attainments, at all events, will claim admiration 
and reverence so long as language -shall be a snbf 
ject, of researqh# Neither do I in the least consi- 
der the Dialects, which he has traced, a6 being of 
small account in the present case. On the coii« 
trary, 1 shall seize, with peculiar satisfaction, upon 
some very remarkable Points of Coincidence be* 
tween those Early Dialects and the Structure of 
Language, such as I have laid it down. I do not 
intend it as arrogating unduly in favor of my own 
labors, when I humbly venture to believe, that, had 
Dr. Murray prosecuted his Etymological Course 
with the foregoing analysis of Language iii hiti 
hand, it might have had some occasional influence 
upon his conclusions with regard to the real import 
of early terms or phraseology. I shall only add 
here, that, as it is, many very curious co*inciden<^ 
ces have occurred to my own observation, in what 
he has actually recorded of those Dialects : One 
alone of which I shall cite here, from a supposi- 
tion that it cannot fail to impress every reader. 

As Preparatory to this, I beg to remind my 
readers, that I have usually asserted such expres* 
sions as the following, as being the real Structure 
of Prepositions, in their proper office in a Sentenca 
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** He BT([H>v siqfporting Her.'^ ^ ^ '■ 

"He SPOKE regarding them." 

"The Larum rang, Morn beginning The Ring* 



ING." 



"Figs COME, the Coming ending England." 

Now therefore, I would solicit attention, to mark 
how curiously it turns out, that our Teutoiiic An- 
cestors, with regard to this Part of Langas^e, did 
actually express themselves agreeably to the Struct 
ture which I have delineated. 

In page 10, of his Second Volume^ Dr. Murray 
says, " Another race of Adverbs sprung from the 
" use of the Present Participle, or at least from one 
"of its terminations. Callunga, Deamun^, Ae<* 
"ninga, IJnceapunga, Arwunga, Faeringa, Sen- 
^'nunga, which signify entirely, or by allmeims; 
^ demely, or in a secret manner ; singly, one by 
" one ; in an unbought manner ; by way of honor, 
" gratis ; hastily, in a body, or together. The A 
at the end is, Ag, possessing or having. The 
Adjective or Noun is made a Verb : Instead of 
"saying, they came Man by Man, or Individually, 
" not in a Body, our ancestors chose to say, they 
"came manning ; and, instead of they came wholly, 
" they preferred ailing.'' i. e. He means, they camb 
aUing. 

It is true. Dr. Murray is here speaking of Ad- 
verbs : But I have formerly observed, and every 
person knows, that All our Prepositiom become those 
Abbreviations called Adverbs whenever they 
terminate a Phrase or Sentence. Thus, in the ex* 
ample. They came mtr^ \. e. They came overi;igf» 
The Word Over, (ovEfiiifto,') vi\aOck\% oiOofct^ww^ 
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it Preposition, becomes an Adverb by virtue of its 
place at the end of the, phrase. 

l^e explanation given in the above passage, that 
'^ The A at the end is ag, possessing or having," 
is most valuable : because it proves, indispuCably, 
that the Preposition involved in Every One of 
the Adverbs in question, is the Verbal ** having 
or possessing ;" as, upon general principles, 
I affirm it must be. 

And here I cannot refrain from observing, that 
if^ in the course of illustrating my own views of the 
subject, I had at any time employed such a Phrase 
as "They came manning;'' "They came ailing;'' 
it is more than probable that, had there been no 
authority to back such a procedure, some etymolo- 
gical readers might have demurred, and this indeed 
with good shew of reason, against it, as being at 
least a strained phraseology, and perhaps but a visi- 
onary conceit. I apprehend, therefore, that the pre- 
sent co-incidence cannot fail to be impressive upon 
the judgment of even the most prejudiced person. 
At the same time it is certain, as I have remarked in 
a former part of this work, that, in the elaboration of 
my own views, my judgment or imagination could 
not have been influenced by any co-incidence, ' 
or evidence, in the writings of Dr. Murray; be-, 
cause I had already, in my ** JFirst Lines of the Hu- 
man Mind,' '(a work published a considerable time 
antecedent to the appearance of Dr. Murray's post- 
humous labors,) expressed my affirmation, that 
Prepositions are altogether of the Nature op 
Verbs WHICH define Other Verbs. 

. Other cp-incidences, such as th^Xvi\v\Ocv>M^\^*- 
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been adverted to, occur very frequently m IJr. 
Murray's work ; although I cannot take up to6m 
to cite or observe upon them at present. HThe 
one which I shall presently quote may alone claim 
admittance, in this place. The Real Etymolo- 
gical truth' is, {and the following example affords 
us an instance of it,) that although it may be 
very true^ indeed, as Dr. Miiriay has asserted, 
that our Teutonic Ancestors made Nouns and 
Imperatives serve, in a way^ for Prepositions, 
yet the General Tenor of their Language verp 
remarkably accords with that Analysis of Speech 
which I bate stated in the foregoing pages ; and it 
is, in point of fact, highly deserving of notice, how 
very extensive^ and essential^ this accordance is ex- 
hibited to our view, the moment our attention is 
called to contemplate the phraseology and expres- 
sions which Dr. MuiTay has recorded, with a due 
and collateral regard to the Principles of the Sub- 
ject which I have suggested. I mention this, 
chiefly; to induce every reader of my own work to 
consult the details of expression which Dr. Mur- 
ray has quoted as Specimens of Early Language : 
in which, although he will find many very uH'^ 
tenable Forms of Speech^ — Forms which Philo- 
sophy, certainly, never can think of approving, — 
yet he will throughout discover, though for most 
part in a half smothered or disguised state, the 
Germ of a general agreement with the Principleisl 
which I have laid down. 

In page 26 of the Same Volume, Dr. Murray 
says, " The Verb ag, go, produced the oldest df the 
^' Pre^sitions. It id found in Gaelic and^O^lsb 
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** in its radical active sense of moving^ touching, 
" effecting. Its derivatives are agd,^ and act, 
*' moved, touched, at; and agana, or ana, on. 

With Ba, the second consignative ao, formed. 

agba, by contraction aba, moving, touching, 
** going at or on ; hence it is synonymous with 
•* AD ; for AP TAiHSWORN siTAN, at the right 
^* hand to sit, is the same with ad dextram sb^ 
*^ DERE. The idea is to sit adjoining or tbuchin^ 
*' the right hand." 

I would beg of the reader, here to take notice, 

HOW REMARKABLY AND PRECISELY the ExpfeS- 

sions now quoted are identical with those 
Forms which I have all along laid down, as being 
the Real Structure of Prepositions. 

"To siT adjoining or touching the Right h^nd." 
That the Preposition at is, in real fact, the Mi- 
nor Verb *^ adjoining or touching ;^ wlA^ that tliis 
Minor Verb must be dependent, (either immediately 
or mediately) upon Some Major Verb, as it does 
in the example which I have last quoted ; is a 
Point of Grammar which is here settled and 
fixed, upon the double basis of Necessary Truth 
and Etymological Authority. And when I come 
to enter appropriately upon Distinct Etymological 
ground^ I $hall have occasion to cite the testimony 
of Dr. Murray to a sufficieut number and variety 
of other facts, which, I have no fear, will form a 
mass of evidence of this kind, of a nature and 
extent which may satisfy the most reluctant be^ 
liever, in 3. Structure founded on Necessary Prin- 
ciples. 

Anal. 2 z 
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As for the Strict Scientific Header — ^the 
Rational Logician or Philosopher,— so far as 
regards Prepositions or Minor Verbs, I shall not, in 
the remaining Sections of this analysis, have to ad- 
vance any thing with a view to convince Him : be- 
cause I can neither desire, nor conceive, any kind, or 
extent^ of proof, or evidence, that could be more 
demonstrative, or imperative, than that which is 
aliieady before him ; although I beg to affirm this 
with submission, and a full sense of my liability to 
be deceived. The Principal intention of the Se- 
quel of this Chapter, therefore, vdll be to satisfy a 
liberal curiosity ; and to reconcile Philosophy 

w 

WITH Etymology, in the case of certain Single 
Prepositions which have, by Mr. Tooke and 
other Writers, been considered as the most dark 
in their Origin and Nature ; but have, notwith* 
standings been referred with much confidence to the 
Clas3 of Nouns. 



\i . 



■ :i 
NOTZHB. . 



The state of my health, (after a continued suc- 
cession of serious interruptions,) has compelled me 
here, however reluctantly, to stop in my task, and 
publish that part of it which is already printed; 
fiaving, more than twelve months back, dnnoun< 
ced -the work as being nearly ready for the press ; 
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I do not choose any longer to delay its appear- 
ance^ lest it might possibly be thought that I had 
met with some serious or insuperable obstacle in 
the nature of the . subject itself, at least in that of 
my own views with regard to it. I hope that what 
has been done will prove the best evidence, that I 
have not been retarded by any discouragement of 
THIS nature: Although I own that the develop- 
ment of the Principles in question, (simple as they 
may now appear,) have . cost me . an intensity, of 
application, far beyond what I had contemplated 
in the outset. 

Finding it thus unavoidable that I should divide 
the Publication into Two Volumes ; I have deemed 
it the most logical procedure, to stop at that Point 
of investigation of the Nature of Prepositions, at 
which the labor must put on a change of character 
— that is, from being of a nature purely analyti- 
cal in the strict sense of that term ; to become an 
Etymological inquiry, in which the Evidence must 
be mere Matter of Fact or a Species of History ; 
and not, except by accidental co-incidence^ a Matter 
of Science or Philosophy. 

After the conclusion of the present Chapter, (the 
sequel of which will form the opening of the Second 
Volume) I shall resume the Analysis ; and shall 
therein treat of the remaining Parts of Speech, in- 
cluding Conjunctions and Adverbs or Brieves, 
together with the Whole of that half of Grammar 
which is properly to be comprehended under the 
Denomination of the Noun ; which Part includes 
All so-called Pronouns, Adjectives, and Ar- 
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TictEs OR Definitives. To this I prbpoee to 
add a- Distinct Sinnmary, or Syntactical View 
of Speech ; in iirhich will be introduced (as was 
hinted in an early part of the Work) a Diagram of a 
Complex Bridge of Langus^e. And, along with 
this, in order to leave nothing to misapprehension, 
will be furnished some Specimens of Parsing, upon 
the Principles laid down. These considerations, 
together with a suggestion and investigation of the 
Nature of Limited Silence and Grammati- 
CAi# Contact considered as an Element of 
Speech, will form the bulk of the concluding 
Volume. 

The intimation, now given, may afford some 
conjecture of the actual state of the materials which 
I contemplate, as forming the completion of my 
intended labor on this subject ; and may serve to 
inform the reader, that what is already before the 
Public has not gone forth, without my having pre- 
viously embraced what has appeared to me to be 
its whole extent. 

To this intimation I shall only add, that, in the 
Analysis of the Verb and the Minor Verb, in- 
cluding the incidental notice which has been al- 
ready had of the Nature of Nouns as being the 
Necessary Piers or Supporters of theVerb, I 
conceive the Main Part of the Structure of Lan- 
guage is determined and concluded. And we 
have seen, that the investigation of it has involved 
the suggestion of a Most Useful and Principal 
Class of Abbreviated Sigks or Adverbs; which 
occur in Every Instance wherein Any Name of 



305 

Action is annexed to a Noun or Nominativb^ 
WITHOUT Any Accusative Noun coming af* 
TER it; such, for example, as when we say, — ** / 
WRITE,'* — " 7 Read/' — ** / think;" which 
means, " I inning A Writing State,*' — " / 
inning A Reading State," — *' / inning a 
Thinking State" or Habit, — a constraction 
which manifestly consigns All our So-called 
Conjugated Verbs, in their Supposj^d Para- 
digms, over to the Order of Abbreviated 
Signs. In other words ; I conceive the Principal 
Part of the Structure of Language to be erected, 
when we can Signify All General Actions 
between the Related Agents of the Uni- 
verse ; and, in addition to this, can express the 
Manner of these General Actions, by their Es- 
sential Definitives — the Names of Depend- 
ing Actions ; — by doing which, we signify All 
the Various Modes in which they affect 
the Agents concerned. 

For the Subject of the proposed Specimens of 
Parsing, I shall take the same passages of Scrip- 
ture that were selected by Bishop Lowth, in his 
" Introduction :" Which will be done with a 
view to contrast the operation of my own Scheme 
with that which now passes current. And my 
immediate object, in furnishing these examples, is to 
prevent the possible consequences of leaving the 
machine to the chance of being set in action by a 
cureless or negligent hand. I trust this may be 
found of some service ; because, if there be any 
tolerable proportion of truth, or utility, in the 



366 

Principlies thus hazarded^ it will be impossible for 
writers to persevere in promulgating the Rules 
of that Idol, or Drama, which is now taught every 
ilfbere under the name of orammab. 



END OF THE FIRST VOLUME. 
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